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SCOPE  AND  NATURE  OF  THE  REPORT 


San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors i  Resolution  No.  795-65, 
approved  December  20 ,  1965  and  signed  by  Mayor  John  F.  Shelley 
December  24,  1965,  expresses  concern  about  the  following 
matters  with  respect  to  the  proposed  Golden  Gate  and  Panhandle 
Freeway  routes: 

1.  An  adequate  program  for  relocation  of  displaced 
persons  and  families. 

2.  Reduction  in  supply  of  moderate  income  housing. 

3.  Elimination  of  or  damage  to  park  and  recreational 
facilities . 

4.  Maintenance  of  racially  integrated  neighborhoods. 

5.  Possible  depreciation  of  properties  adjacent  to 
freeway  routes. 

6.  Elimination  of  commercial  establishments  and  of 
employment  attendant  thereto. 

The  resolution  asks  that  earnest  Consideration  be  given  to: 

1.  Use  of  bored  and  cut-and-cover  tunnels. 

2.  Methods  to  minimize  the  taking  of  residential  and 
commercial  property. 

3.  Methods  to  minimize  the  taking  of  park,  recreational 
and  historical  property. 

4.  Positive  plans  for  relocating  displaced  persons  and 
families . 

5.  Maximum  use  of  air  rights  along  freeway  routes. 

6.  Methods  of  minimizing  physical  disruption  during 
construction  of  freeways. 

7.  And,  in  general,  methods  to  minimize  the  impact  of 
freeway  construction  on  the  social,  economic,  and 
cultural  life  of  the  neighborhoods  involved. 

The  specific  contract  between  Hal  Dunleavy  &  Associates  and 
the  City  of  San  Francisco  calls  for  implementation  of  the 
above  concerns  in  the  form  of  detailed  research  and  recommen- 
dations (except  for  those  concerns  related  to  park  and 
recreational  facilities).     It  calls  for  the  consultant  to 
make  recommendations,  proposed  solutions  and  methods  of 
reducing  the  impact  of  housing  dislocation,  housing  disturbance 
and  social  disturbance"  in  the  corridors  under  consideration. 

The  detailed  research  required  encompassed: 

1.  Housing  units  by  types,  occupancy  and  rental  rates. 

2.  Non-residential  structures  by  type  of  use,  space 
occupied,  and  rental  rate  or  market  value. 
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3.  Types  and  characteristics  of  families  and  single 
individuals,  including  race.,  family  size,  age 
of  head  of  family  and  income i 

The  controlled  sample  was  Qotfo  in  the  Panhandle  Route  and 
50$  in  the  Golden  Gate  Route. 

In  addition,  the  contract  calls  for  an  inventory  of: 

1.  All  vacant  private  and  public  property  available 
for  relocation. 

2.  All  residential  vacancies  by  type,  tenure,  rental 
value,  condition  and  availability. 

3.  All  vacant  non-residential  property  by  space,  rent, 
condition  and  suitability  for  retail  and  other 
commercial  or  light  industrial  use. 

4.  Existing  and  prospective  vacancies  in  the  neighborhoods 
and  elsewhere. 

Pursuant  to  all  of  the  above  the  contract  calls  for  the 
following  information  with  respect  to  each  alternate  route: 

1.  Family  composition,  income,  race  and  age  of  head  of 
household  for  all  displaced  families  and  individuals. 

2.  All  displaced  non-residential  users. 

3.  Correlation  of  the  data  for  residential  and  non- 
residential uses  with  existing  vacancy  resources, 
making  allowance  for  displacement  elsewhere  in  the 
community . 

4.  Volume  of  relocation  resources,  residential  and  non- 
residential on  vacant  sites. 

5.  Number  of  potential  public  housing  units,  moderate- 
priced  private  units  and  market  housing  units  by 
sales  price  or  rent. 

In  addition  the  contract  calls  for  architectural  studies 
considering : 

1.  Use  of  freeway  rights-of-way. 

2.  Use  of  air  rights  over  the  freeway. 

3.  Use  of  the  public  rights-of-way  not  normally 
considered  for  housing. 

In  conclusion  and  as  a  result  of  research  data  and  archi- 
tectural studies  the  report  is  asked  to  demonstrate: 

1.  That  relocation  resources  are  available  to  residential 
and  non-residential  users  within  their  needs  and 
ability  to  pay. 
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2.  That  the  program  is  feasible  within  existing 
Federal,  State,  or  City  programs,  or  to  identify 
actions  which  could  be  taken  by  the  involved 
public  bodies  to  make  it  feasible. 

3.  That  the  program  will  result  in  housing  with 
adequate  community  services,  amenities  and 
environment  or  make  provision  for  such  features. 

4.  The  high-rise  and  low-rise  buildings,  density  of 
new  construction  and  advantages  and  disadvantages 
of  each  scheme. 


In  all  of  these  connections  the  contract  calls  for: 

1.  Identification  of  legal  and  other  obstacles,  recommen- 
dations for  the  removal  of  obstacles,  and  designation 
of  the  appropriate  agencies  to  deal  with  them. 

2.  A  recommendation  of  an  organizational  framework  for 
successful  execution  of  the  program. 

As  a  final  and  significant  part  of  the  contract  the  City 
asks  that  the  consultant  "consider  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  the  sociological  implications  of  the  freeway 
construction  itself  and  the  dislocation  resulting  from  the 
freeway  construction." 

Data  for  this  study  was  gathered  by  the  Contractor  and  the 
associated  specialists  from  interviews  and  studies  in  the 
field  and  from  all  available  federal,  state  and  city  sources. 
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NARRATIVE  SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS , 
CONCLUSIONS,  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


This  report  and  the  studies  on  which  it  is  based 
must  be  considered  as  only  a  modest  addition  to  the 
beginning  supply  of  information  already  piled  up  in 
the  Arthur  Little  (C.R.P.)  reports,  the  relocation 
studies  and  re-use  plans  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency, 
the  public  housing  need  as  estimated  by  the  Public 
Housing  Authority  and  in  many  of  the  special  studies 
of  the  City  Planning  Department. 

There  is,  however,  as  yet  no  complete  body  of 
knowledge  on  which  to  base  city  policy  and  programs 
with  respect  to  publicly-aided  housing  needs  of  the 
next  five,  ten  and  perhaps  twenty  years. 

A  good  start  has  been  made  through  the  research 
and  in  the  plans  and  programs  of  the  agencies  referred 
to  above  and  in  the  establishment  of  a  center  of  re- 
sponsibility with  the  new  office  of  Coordinator  of 
Housing,  Planning  and  Redevelopment. 

The  housing  questions  raised  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  connection  with  these  proposed  freeways, 
and  for  which  we  sought  answers,  partial  answers  or 
found  no  immediate  answers  are  those  which  are  before 
San  Francisco  now: 

.  And  will  remain  before  the  City  -  will  grow 
in  the  intensity  of  demand  for  answers  or 
solutions; 

.  And  will  not  go  away  with  the  Board  of 
Supervisors 1  decisions  for/or  against 
the  proposed  Panhandle  and  Golden  Gate 
Freeways. 
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In  fact  these  freeway  studies,  discussions  and 
decisions  merely  add  a  small  amount,  a  few  decibels, 
to  the  mounting  volume  of  sound  building  up  around  the 
questions  of: 

1.  Total  city  relocation  needs  growing  out 
of  public  actions  of  the  years  ahead; 

2.  The  special  need  for  a  special  program  of 
deliberate  relocation  to  break  up  the  al- 
ready existing  and  rapidly  developing 
racial  ghettoes  -  in  our  opinion  the  most 
important  question  before  this  City  - 
the  problem  question  which  has  the  least 
public  acknowledgement  and  for  which  there 
are  no  easy  answers,  but  for  which,  in  our  - 
opinion,  there  are  answers  through  a  citizen- 
City  program  carried  out  over  at  least  ten 
years; 

3.  The  development  over  time  of  a  sufficient 
supply  of  low  cost  housing  (mostly  public 
housing  or  rent  supplemented-  private  housing 
or  public  housing  leased  and  subsidized  in 
the  private  housing  market)  and  moderate 

cost  housing  (mostly  private  under  the  present 
special  and  coming  Federal-aid  programs). 
The  need  will  grow  and  not  shrink  as  the  gap 
between  housing  costs  and  ability  to  pay 
increases; 

h.  A  sufficient  supply  of  low  cost  housing  for 
the  growing  numbers  of  San  Francisco  "senior 
citizens". 

These  are  the  main  housing  questions  for  problems) 
needing  public  concern  and  public  action. 

They  will  not  diminish  but  grow  as  San  Francisco's 
growing  "populations"  continue  their  rapid  increase  -  those 
growing  populations  are,  in  fact,  all  minority  groups  and  in 
the  main  of  low  or  moderate  income  -  and  they  are  -  the  non- 
whites,   (Negro  and  other  non-whites),  the  Spanish-speaking 
(all  of  these  young  and  in  the  family-forming  years)  and  the 
elderly,  almost  all  of  whom  are  very  poor  in  income. 
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If  the  proposed  freeways  are  constructed  or  not,  these 
questions  before  the  City  will  remain  the  same  -  these 
freeways  or  not  —  will  merely  add  slightly  or  detract 
slightly  from  the  immediate  urgency  for  answers. 

With  respect  to  all  of  the  preceeding  general  statements 
we  make  our  basic  recommendations : 


1.  That  the  City  establish  a  central  relocation 
center,  immediately  based  in  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  equip  it  with  sufficient  funds 

(as  supplemental  to  State  and  Federal  funds) 
to  enable  it  to  develop  a  full  scale  staff 
and  program  to  meet  freeway  and  other  public 
action  relocation  needs  in  the  years  ahead; 

2.  That  the  City  equip  the  Coordinator  of  Housing, 
Planning  and  Redevelopment  with  authority  and 
funds  to  establish  a  San  Francisco  Housing 
Department  which  should  have  as  its  prime  con- 
cern: 

a)  The  development  of  a  program  of  new 
lew'  and  moderate  priced  housing  (in 
complete  and  coordinated  cooperation 
with  the  Public  Housing  Authority  and 
the  Redevelopment  Agency ); 

b)  An  inventory  of  housing  related  to  re- 
location needs,  public  housing  needs 
and  private  moderate  priced  housing 
needs . 

3.  That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  through  the  appro- 
priate committee  determine  the  annual  amount  of 
City  funds  which  should  be  appropriated  and  added 
to  funds  from  State  and  Federal-aid  sources  to  do 
the  total  relocations'  tasks  and  new  and  low  and 
moderate  priced  housing  tasks  that  are  determined 
as    imperative  for  the  5-10  years  ahead. 

This  could  amount  to  $1,000,000  to  $2,000,000  per 
year  for  relocation  assistance  and  for  City  rent 
subsidy  assistance,  for  loans  and/or  grants  of 
"seed  money"  for  low  and  moderate  priced  housing 
-  new  and  old.     While  such  an  annual  appropriation 
would  add  0.10^  to  0.20^  to  the  present  tax  rate 
under  present  assessments  (1$~2$),  a  large  scale 
new  housing  program  even  for  those  of  moderate 
income  would  offset  the  tax  rate  increase. 
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The  conclusions  and  recommendations  we  have  put  forth 
in  this  report  are  based  not  only  on  our  findings  in  the 
various  surveys  which  were  part  of  this  study  but  on  long 
work  experience: 

In  researching  San  Francisco  population  changes 
and  housing  needs. 

•  In  developing  new  low  and  moderate  priced  hous- 
ing in  San  Francisco,  especially  the  St.  Francis 
Square  Cooperative  and  the  Jones  Memorial  Homes 
apartments  for  "senior  citizens". 

In  addition  to  the  data  used  for  this  report ,  there  are 
additional  data  available  and  gathered  through  our  studies. 
What  we  have  presented  here  is,  in  our  opinion,  what  was 
most  relevant  and  what  could  be  processed  and  published  in 
the  very  short  time  available. 

We  consider  that  our  reporting  extends  through  the 
hearings  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  through  such  supple- 
mental written  reports  as  may  aid  the  Board  in  its  decision- 
making . 

Our  basic  conclusion  with  respect  to  freeway  construc- 
tion Tn  San  Francisco  or  elsewhere: 

Freeways  need  not  be  destructive  of  the  urban 
environment  as  many  people  genuinely  and 
strongly  believe. 

We  did  not  begin  these  studies  with  an  estab- 
lished pro  or  con  position  on  city  freeways 
or  these  proposed  routes.    But  we  have,  through 
the  five  weeks  of  work,  developed  the  opinion 
that  there  are  successful  and  rewarding  solutions 
to  the  problems  which  can  be  caused  by  freeway 
dislocation  and  disruption. 

Those  solutions  require: 

•  Route  design  and  freeway  construction  related 
to  enhancing  rather  than  detracting  from  the 
communities  and  neighborhoods  under  impact; 

•  The  most  considerate  use  of  time  in  the  planning 
of  property  acquisition,  relocation,  and  freeway 
construction; 


-4- 


SECTION  1 


.  Genuine  and  total  cooperation  of  all  the  public 
agencies  involved  to  the  end  that  when  freeways 
are  built  the  total  use  of  space  produces  total 
community  improvements,  not  just  transportation 
improvement! 

♦  A  liberal  use  of  public  funds  from  all  sources  - 
City,  State,  and  Federal  -  to  lessen  or  possibly 
eliminate  the  impact  on  householders,  businesses 
and  strongly  fought-for  community  properties, 
I.e.; 

..  parks,  neighborhoods,  and  those 

intangibles  "the  way  things  are  now". 

As  the  five  principal  tools  for  a  successful  residential  re- 
location program  we  recommend: 

1.  The  use  of  time  to  minimize  the  disturbance  impact 
on  the  households  in  the  freeway  path  and  in  the 
nearby  neighborhoods  -  but  especially  to  reduce 
the  volume  of  need. 

People  in  San  Francisco,  especially  renters,  move 
from  one  dwelling  to  another  with  great  frequency. 
In  the  areas  which  would  be  taken  to  build  the 
freeways  in  question,  this  rate  of  moving  in  and 
moving  out  runs  as  high  as  h0%  per  year. 

This  "turnover"  of  occupancy  is  a  form  of  natural 
relocation" . 

To  use  time  and  natural  relocation  as  an  aid  in 
solving  the  problems  of  relocation: 

.  Establish  a  policy  of  maximum  delay  between 
property  acquisition  and  demolition.  Under 
this  policy: 

-Acquire  property  at  the  earliest  possible 
date; 

-Do  not  re-rent  dwelling  units  as  they 
become  vacant  through  normal  turnover; 

-Wait  the  longest  possible  time  before 
demolition. 

This  policy  and  program  will  allow  "natural"  re- 
location through  normal  occupancy  turnover  to  reduce 
significantly  the  number  of  households  left  to 
relocate  when  demolition  must  take  place. 
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We  estimate  that  occupancy  turnover  under  such  a  policy 
and  program  would  reduce  the  relocation  problem  as 
follows: 

•There  are  now  in  the  areas  which  are  proposed  to  be 
taken: 

Panhandle  Route  without        -       1293  households 
bored  tunnel 

Panhandle  Route  with  -         827  households 

bored  tunnel 

Golden  Gate  Route  "P"  -         308  households 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F-2"        -         186  households 

•A  three  year  period  of  delay  would,  we  estimate, 
leave  to  be  relocated,  no  more  than: 

Panhandle  Route  without        -         775  households 
bored  tunnel 

Panhandle  Route  with  -         500  households 

bored  tunnel 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F"  -         185  households 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F-2"        -  110  households 


A  program  of  maximum  delay  should  not  prevent  the  start 
of  freeway  construction,  which  in  any  case  would  proba- 
bly not  begin  until  about  two  years  after  approval. 
Construction  could  begin  where  no  housing  is  taken  and 
could  proceed  for  a  long  period  before  the  maj*r  "take" 
areas  were  reached,  for  example: 

Panhandle  Route 

Construction  can  begin  at  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
end  of  the  freeway  and  proceed  along  Park  Presidio 
Boulevard,  Pulton  Street  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Panhandle  before  a  major  amount  of  housing  were 
removed . 


-6- 


SECTION  1 


Golden  Gate  Route 

Similarly,  construction  can  begin  at  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  approach  and  proceed  through  Fort  Mason  with- 
out removing  housing. 

Under  a  maximum  delay  program  and  programming  construction 
as  recommended,  a  probable  total  time  of  four  years  would 
elapse  before  housing  must  be  removed. 

A  four-year  waiting  period  would  reduce  the  relocation 
needs  even  more  than  the  estimates  above,  leaving,  in 
our  opinion,  no  more  than  40-50$  of  the  present  occupants 
to  relocate. 

2.  The  use  of  City  funds  for  leasing  suitable  vacancies 
and  holding  them  for  relocation  needs: 

On  a  preceeding  page  of  this  Summary  we  have 
established  that  a  maximum  of  960  households 
will  need  relocation  assistance  over  a  three 
year  period  - 

.  775  along  the  Panhandle  Route  without 
a  bored  tunnel; 

.  185  along  the  Golden  Gate  Route  "F"; 

And  a  minimum  of  610  households  needing  relocation 
assistance  - 

.  500  along  the  Panhandle  Route  with  a  bored 
tunnel; 

.  110  along  the  Golden  Gate  Alternate  Route 
"F-2\ 

We  further  estimate  that  it  will  not  be  necessary  with 
more  than  50$  of  the  relocation-assisted  households  to 
lease  and  hold  suitable  vacancies  ahead  of  "move- in". 

We  further  estimate  that  the  maximum  holding  time  for 
suitable  relocation  vacancies  will  not  exceed  an  average 
of  two  months  and  further  that  the  monthly  cost  for  such 
vacant-held  dwellings  will  not  exceed  $150.00. 

Thus,  on  the  above  basis  we  estimate  that  a  City  fund 
for  this  purpose  of  between  $100,000  and  $150,000 
be  established. 

With  the  great  changes  taking  place  in  Federal  programs 
for  rent  supplements  and  relocation  assistance  it  may  be 
that  the  City  contribution  for  this  purpose  will  be 
considerably  less. 
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The  use  of  City  and  State  Division  of  Highway  funds 
to  set  up  early  a  relocation  program  related  to  these 
freeway  needs  and  so  finance  an  administrative  staff. 
(This  proposal  is  not  to  moving  costs  which  will  be 

paid  out  of  State  Highway  funds  at  the  time  of 

movement ) . 

.  We  have  recommended  that  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  be  the  relocation  center 
for  this  program  and  we  have  been  assured  that 
the  State  Division  of  Highways  is  willing  to 
delegate  its'  relocation  assistance  authority 
and  pay  over  its  relocation  assistance  funds 
to  such  a  central  agency. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  estimated  for  us  that  about 
$100  per  relocated  household  or  establishment  is  needed 
for  administrative  costs.    They  have  further  estimated 
that  the  State  Division  of  Highways  will  pay,  and  pay 
early  in  the  program  between  $50  and  $75  of  that  $100. 

Thus  the  City  contribution  to  the  proposed  relocation 
administrative  cost  would  not  exceed  $50,000  based  on 
our  maximum  estimate  of  the  number  seeking  public 
agency  relocation  assistance. 


The  use  of  the  new  Public  Housing  program  (Section  23) 
of  leasing  private  rental  housing  and  supplementing  that 
amount  of  the  rent  which  is  more  than  25%  of  tenants' 
income .'    (A  proposal  to  authorize  the  San  Francisco 
Housing  Authority  to  enter  into  contracts  for  this 
program  is  now  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors.) 

This  program  should  be  authorized  by  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors at  the  earliest  possible  date  since  it  can  be  the 
major  means  to  meet  one  of  the  requirements  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  with  respect  to  freeway  residential  dis- 
location; 

.  That  dislocated  households  be  relocated  in 
suitable    dwellings  at  monthly  costs  that  are 
not  out  of  line  with  their  gross  income. 

It  is  impossible  to  make  a  precise  estimate  as  to  how  many 
households  can  be  suitably  relocated  through  this  program: 

.  Income  limits  are  presently  those  of  public 
housing  (for  displaced  persons)  although 
income  limits  can  be  raised  according  to 
informal  opinion  of  Housing  Authority  officials. 
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However,  it  is  possible  for  us  to  estimate  (based  on 
the  income  of  households  by  size  of  household  as 
learned  in  our  interview  survey)  that  50$  of  the 
single  person  households  and  about  40$  of  the  two 
person  or  larger  households ,  in  the  maximum  Panhandle 
dislocation  blocks ,  could  qualify  under  present  income 
limitations  -  overall  for  the  Panhandle  maximum  re- 
location needs  almost  40$  could  qualify  for  rent 
supplement  under  this  program. 

For  the  households  in  the  path  of  the  Golden  Gate 
routes  about  20$  could  qualify  for  rent  aid  under 
this  program. 

As  an  estimate    aid    for  decision-makers  we  recommend 
that  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  (when  authorized 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  proceed)  program  rent 
supplement  and  for  private  leased  housing  for  - 

.  300-350  Panhandle  route  households; 

•  30-40  Golden  Gate  route  households. 

And  that  the  Housing  Authority  seek  Federal  approval  to 
increase  income  ceilings. 

5.  Possibly  the  use  of  City  funds  for  rent  supplements  for 
those  households  who  cannot  qualify  for  the  above  de- 
scribed  Public  Housing  leasing  of  private  dwellings 
program  and  for  whom  properly  priced  (25%  of  income) 
and  otherwise  suitable  dwellings  cannot  be  found  for 
their  relocation. 

Again,  as  in  the  case  of  Public  housing  rent  supplement s 
it  is  impossible  to  do  a  precise  estimate  -  thus,  we 
have  taken  our  maximum  estimate  as  a  guide  for  what 
amount  of  City  contribution  may  be  needed. 

Based  on  our  interview  survey  of  households  and  related 
to  income,  household  size,  a  Public  Housing  program  as 
referred  to  above  and  estimates  of  rents  as  they  may  be 
two,  three  and  four  years  from  now  we  estimate  that  a 
maximum  of  400  relocated  households  might  seek  and  need 
rent  supplement  (over  those  qualified  for  a  public  housing 
in  private  dwellings)  supplement  program  -  and  further 
that  the  City  should  program  such  supplement  at  a  $50 
per  month  per  household  average  for  a  five  year  period. 

Thus,  a  per  year  City  appropriation  of  $240,000  would  be 
estimated  as  maximum  needed  for  this  program. 
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In  reviewing  possible  relocation  problems  growing  out  of  these 
two  freeway  routes  the  Board  of  Supervisors  must  know  that  the 
households  in  the  path  of  the  proposed  freeways  are: 

.  not  all  poor,  not  all  large  families  with 
children,  not  all  long  time  residents,  not 
all  homeowners,  not  all  concerned  about 
whether  these  freeways  are  built  or  not  built. 

In  brief  summation  of  interview  findings  the  households  in  the 
path  of  the  proposed  freeways  are  like  this: 


Total  Households 


Owners 
Renters 


Panhandle 
1*293 


12.9 
87.1 


Panhandle 
Alternate 

827 

* 

84.1 


Golden  Gate 


TTTnr 


308 


12.4 
87.6 


186 


20.4 
79.6 


Households  Without 
Children  Under  20  63.0 


65.0 


84.0  82.5 


Length  of  Residence 

Less  than  1  Year  39.0 

1-2  Years  13.0 

2  Or  More  Years  48.0 


41.2 
13.0 
45.8 


30.0 
12.0 
58.0 


25.5 
10.3 
64.2 


Household  Income 
Above  $7,000 


20.5 


16.2 


38.O  40.8 


Attitude  Toward 
Proposed  Freeway 

Oppose 


49.5 


40.7 


80.0  84.3 
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The  problem  of  non-residential  relocation: 

The  success  of  relocating  non-residential  facilities  will 
depend  as  much  or  more  on  the  nature  of  the  business  or 
institution  as  on  finding  space  for  relocation  within  the 
resource  areas.    The  predominant  uses  of  non-residential 
space  differ  greatly  between  the  Panhandle  Route  and  the 
Golden  Gate  Route  "take"  areas.    This  great  difference, 
both  in  the  extent  of  commercial  dislocation  and  in  the 
types  of  uses,  between  the  two  freeway  routes,  requires 
that  the  two  areas  be  considered  separately. 


Panhandle  Route 

The  number  of  non-residential  space  uses  is  about  the 
same  with  either  Panhandle  Route  alternative: 


Panhandle  Route 


Public  1 

Institutional  4 

Retail  13 

Service  19 

Wholesale  2 

Warehousing  1 

Total  5o 


Panhandle  Route  Alternate 
with  bored  tunnel 

Public  1 

Institutional  2 

Retail  12 

Service  16 

Wholesale  2 

Warehousing  1 

Total  3^ 


The  predominant  uses  are  small  retail  stores  and  service 
businesses.    These  small  businesses,  such  as  the  convenience 
grocery  store  or  laundry,  depend  heavily  on  their  relation- 
ship to  a  particular  neighborhood  trade.    This  trade  is 
concentrated  in  their  immediate  area,  thus  their  location 
is  a  primary  factor  in  their  operation. 
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Relocation  of  these  small  businesses  further  away  than  a 
few  blocks  from  their  present  locations  will  require  them 
to  re-establish  trade  originally  built  up  over  time,  with 
a  new  clientele  and  in  the  face  of  established  competition 
present  in  the  new  area. 

The  field  survey  shows  that  suitable,  vacant  and  available 
space  is  scarce  in  the  entire  resource  area,  and  the  loca- 
tion of  most  of  the  available  space  is  not  close  to  the 
location  of  the  majority  of  the  business  which  would  be 
removed.     In  our  opinion,  a  successful  relocation  program 
for  small  businesses  depending  on  neighborhood  trade  is 
unlikely  to  be  feasible.     If  these  businesses  relocate  in 
the  same  general  area,  such  relocation  will  be  a  result  of 
the  decisions  and  abilities  of  the  business  owners,  them- 
selves. 

Institutional  uses  of  small  sizes,  such  as  some  of  the 
churches  present  in  the  "take"  area,  will  have  similar 
relocation  problems.    However,  their  immediate  location 
is  not  as  significant  in  continued  operation.    These  uses 
can  probably  relocate  successfully  outside  the  resource 
areas,  if  space  is  not  available  close  to  present  locations. 


Golden  Gate  Route 

The  Golden  Gate  Route  differs  from  the  Panhandle  Route 
in  that  the  majority  of  the  property  taken  for  freeway 
construction  would  be  commercial,  rather  than  residen- 
tial, much  of  which  is  in  heavy  commercial  use. 

These  facts,  and  a  consideration  of  the  nature  of  present 
uses,  require  that  other  factors  than  ability  to  relocate 
within  the  resource  area,  be  considered  in  the  decision 
as  to  which,  if  any,  Golden  Gate  Route  should  be  chosen. 
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The  non-residential  uses  of  space  in  the  Golden  Gate 
Route  "take"  areas  are  as  follows: 


Golden  Gate  Route  "F" 


Public 

1 

Institutional 

1 

Retail 

18 

Service 

29 

Wholesale 

16 

Industrial 

3 

Warehousing 

4 

Parking  Facilities 

2 

Vacant  Land  or 

Under 

Development 

3 

Miscellaneous 

1 

Total 

Golden  Gate 

Route 

"F-2" 

Public 

0 

Institutional 

2 

Retail 

9 

Service 

7 

Wholesale 

5 

Warehousing 

4 

Parking  Facilities  5 

Industrial  2 
Vacant  Land  and/or 

Projects  Under 

Development  _3 

Total  37 


The  "F-2"  Route  would  remove  only  about  half  as  many  commer- 
cial uses  as  the  "F"  Route. 

Obviously,  from  the  standpoint  of  minimum  dislocation  of 
existing  businesses,  the  "F-2"  Route  is  preferable.  How- 
ever, to  state  this  point  alone  as  the  reason  for  choosing 
the  "F-2"  Route  is  not  sufficient. 

We  have  been  given  the  responsibility,  in  this  study,  not 
only  of  suggesting  solutions  for  minimum  dislocation,  but 
also  of  considering  the  potential  effects,  either  detri- 
mental or  beneficial,  of  freeway  construction,  on  the  areas 
through  which  the  freeways  would  pass. 
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To  honestly  consider  the  effects  of  the  Golden  Gate  Route 
alternates,  on  the  North  Waterfront  Area,  in  which  most 
dislocation  would  occur,  and  on  the  City  in  general,  we 
must  look  at  the  current  pattern  of  private  development 
and  redevelopment  now  in  progress  along  the  North  Water- 
front. 

The  North  Waterfront  has  been  continually  and  rapidly 
changing,  in  recent  years,  from  an  area  of  warehouses  and 
industries  to  an  area  of  retail  and  recreational  commercial 
businesses,  catering  largely  to  the  growing  tourist-recrea- 
tional trade.     This  redevelopment  is  furthest  advanced  in 
the  area  between  Fisherman's  Wharf  and  Bay  Street  where  new 
motels  have  been  recently  built,  the  well-known  Cost  Plus 
store,  and  the  new  residential-commercial  development  on 
the  property  formerly  occupied  by  the  Simmons  Mattress 
Company  factory  are  located.     Development  is  not  confined 
to  this  area,  however.    Further  east  and  to  the  south, 
along  the  eastern  side  of  Telegraph  Hill,  the  North  Water- 
front Associates  have  purchased  a  major  part  of  the  property 
between  the  hill  and  the  Embarcadero.     This  company  plans 
to  redevelop  their  property  in  new  commercial  uses,  which 
as  we  understand  it,  will  not  be  of  the  warehouse-wholesale- 
industrial  nature  now  present. 

Considering  realistically  the  nature  and  present  course  of 
development  both  underway  and  planned,  we  believe  that  the 
trend  is  evident: 

•  That  redevelopment  by  private  groups  will  proceed 
whether  or  not  freeways  are  built. 

•  That  the  type  of  development  now  underway  or  planned 
will  displace,  in  any  event,  the  heavy  commercial  uses 
of  property  now  existing,  since  these  uses  are  not 
compatible  with  the  evident  character  of  future  develop- 
ment. 

•  That  this  development  pattern  is  not  new,  but  began 
with  the  expansion  of  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  recrea- 
tional-commercial area  and  the  demolition  of  the  pro- 
duce market  to  build  the  Golden  Gateway  Redevelopment 
Project. 

•  That  level,  conveniently  located  land,  at  reasonable 
cost,  is  so  scarce  in  San  Francisco  that  the  redevelop- 
ment of  the  North  Waterfront  into  other,  more  intensive 
uses  of  land  than  are  now  existing,  is  an  inevitable 
process . 
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Therefore,  in  our  opinion,  the  effect  of  freeways  on  the 
North  Waterfront  should  be  considered  more  in  the  light 
of  their  effect  on  future  development  than  on  their  effect 
in  displacement  of  present  property  uses. 

Thus,  we  are  taking  the  position  of  expressing  two  opposing 
points  of  view: 

•  Miminum  Dislocation  (Route  "F-2") 

•  Future  Development  Advantages  (Route  "P") 


In  our  opinion,  the  new  development  potential  available 
with  Golden  Gate  Route  "F",  as  described  in  the  following 
part  of  this  summary  and  as  presented  in  the  architectural 
section  of  this  report,  could  be  of  great  value  to  the 
City,  to  say  nothing  about  the  North  Waterfront  area  itself. 

Solutions  are  proposed  by  the  architects  and  other  solutions 
can  be  developed,  for  masking  out  objectionable  appearance, 
sound,  etc.,  from  the  surrounding  environment.    These  are 
just  technical  matters,  which  have  relatively  ready  solu- 
tions. 


We  must  take  the  position,  that  while  business  displacement 
is  unfortunate,  it  is  already  inevitable  —  the  area  will 
change  in  any  case,  with  or  without  freeways.     The  construc- 
tion of  the  Golden  Gate  Freeway  would  offer  the  opportunity 
for  planned  development  along  a  very  significant  part  of 
the  North  Waterfront,  which  would  not  only  be  of  great 
value  to  the  City,  but  would  set  the  keynote  for  well- 
planned  further  development  in  this  very  important  area  of 
the  City. 
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The  potential  for  new  construction  to  replace  the  housing  removed, 
in  the  City's  housing  supply. 

1.     Potential  for  building  new  housing  in  the  resource  areas 
considered  in  this  study,  on  existing  vacant  sites. 

We  have  concluded,  and  are  of  the  opinion,  that  a  program 
of  producing  any  significant  number  of  the  new  dwelling 
units  on  existing  vacant  sites  is  not  feasible. 

•  The  ability  of  assembling  a  sufficient  number  of  sites 
from  many  owners  is  uncertain  at  best,  and  almost 
certainly  extremely  expensive. 

•  The  write-downs  of  land  costs  for  resale  which  would 
be  necessary  to  keep  dwelling  unit  costs  as  low  as 
possible  would  have  to  be  supplied  by  the  City.  The 
cost  of  write-downs  would  not  be  small,  ranging  in 
our  estimates  from  $2000  to  $3000  per  dwelling  unit. 

•  In  our  opinion,  it  will  be  difficult  if  not  impossible 
to  achieve  significant  construction  economy  on  a  pro- 
ject of  a  few  units  on  each  of  many  sites.  Difficult, 
also,  to  attract  a  competent  builder  to  such  a  program 
having  the  problems  inherent  in  a  project  so  spread  out. 

•  The  cost  of  providing  good  management  to  such  a  project 
in  operation  will,  in  our  opinion,  be  very  high  and 
will  add  an  added  cost  factor  to  the  problem  of  con- 
struction economy. 

We  believe  the  time  delays,  high  costs,  and  organizational 
problems  indicated  are  such  as  to  make  a  scattered  site 
building  program  of  any  size  highly  difficult  --  the  effort 
needed  to  make  this  program  work  should  be  invested  else- 
where, on  programs  that  could  produce  a  greater  supply  of 
new  housing,  at  lower  cost. 

We  estimate  that  the  number  of  low-rise  dwelling  units 
possible  on  scattered  sites  and  the  cost  of  these  units 
in  the  resource  areas  are: 

Panhandle  Resource  Area 

335  dwelling  units 


Golden  Gate  Resource  Area 
45  dwelling  units 
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Cost  estimates  indicate: 


Average  cost  per  unit 
Average  monthly  rental 


$19,100.00 
!>  145.00 


This  average  rental  is  estimated  for  a  project  based  on 
providing  dwelling  types  and  sizes  in  relation  to  the 
household  sizes  to  be  displaced,  as  follows: 

68$    Studio  and  1  Bedroom  units 
18%    2  Bedroom  units 
Qfe    3  Bedroom  units 
4  Bedroom  units 


Rents  by  unit  size  are  estimated  at: 


Studio 


1 

2 

3 
4 


Bedroom 
Bedroom 
Bedroom 
Bedroom 


$130 
{>l40 
5150 
JS165 
$175 


These  rents  are  not  in  the  moderate  cost  range. 


If  the  land  were  resold  at  lower  than  purchase  price,  say 
$1000  per  unit,  the  estimated  rents  would  be  reduced 
approximately  $8.00  per  month.     This  reduction  is  not 
enough  to  bring  the  rents  to  moderate  cost  levels. 


In  our  opinion,  economic  feasibility  alone,  not  consider- 
ing organizational  problems,  makes  this  scattered  site 
program  infeasible. 
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2.     Potential  for  new  housing  on  freeway  rights-of-way  and 
air  rights. 


The  low  rents  shown  below  can  be  achieved  if  all  Federal, 


State,  and 

City  aids  are  used: 

Size  of 

dwelling 

unit 

Using  221(d)(3) 
Z%    -    40  year 
loans 

Using  221(d)(3), 
5.5  -  40  year 
loans  but  with 
maximum  rent 
supplement 

1  Bedroom 

$  90 

$38.00 

2  Bedroom 

$105 

$42.00 

3  Bedroom 

$125 

$48.00 

4  Bedroom 

$140 

$53.00 

Rents  shown  do  not  include  utilities. 
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The  architectural  consultants  on  this  study,  Burger  and 
Coplans,  have  proposed  a  plan  for  the  use  of  the  rights- 
of-way  along  both  the  Panhandle  and  Golden  Gate  freeways 
to  create  a  major  new  supply  of  moderate  cost  housing. 

Development  of  this  plan  could  create: 

•  In  low  and  moderate  cost  housing: 

Panhandle  Route  (without  bored  tunnel) 
1050  Dwelling  units 

Panhandle  Route  Alternate  (with  bored  tunnel) 
515  Dwelling  units 

Golden  Gate  Route  "P"  - 

510  Dwelling  units  in  two  areas 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F-2" 

4l0  Dwelling  units  in  two  areas 

'  Off-street  parking  for  all  dwelling  units. 

•  An  additional  higher  cost  housing  potential  with 
Golden  Gate  Route  "P": 

1000  Dwelling  units  (with  parking  space  for 
1600  cars). 

•  Construction  potential  for  new  commercial  space: 

Panhandle  and  Panhandle  Alternate 
75,000  Square  feet 

(Blocks  over  the  cut  and  cover  tunnel,  if  used, 
on  the  full  Panhandle  "take"  would  be  residential 
only. ) 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F" 
443,000  Square  feet 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F-2" 
70,000  Square  feet 
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In  order  to  make  this  program  feasible  for  low  and  moder- 
ate cost  housing,  the  base  structures  on  which  the  housing 
would  be  constructed  must  be  developed  through  the  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
State  Division  of  Highways.     The  Division  of  Highways  may 
dispose  of  lands  and  air  rights  at  nominal  cost  through 
appraisal  based  on  the  intended  low  and  moderate  cost 
housing  use. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency,  under  Section  110(c)(1)  and 
(c)(7) ,  Title  I,  Housing  Act  of  1949  as  amended  through 
19o4,  may  declare  an  air  rights  development  as  a  Project 
Area,  and  obtain  the  usual  two-thirds  Federal  participa- 
tion In  the  cost  of  preparing  the  base  structures  neces- 
sary for  the  construction  of  housing  for  persons  and 
families  having  low  and  moderate  incomes.     Having  con- 
structed the  base  structures  and  other  improvements,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  may  then  market  the  sites  created  at 
a  comparable  price  to  other  conventional  project  sites 
for  low  and  moderate  cost  housing.    Thus,  while  the  cost 
of  preparing  the  base  structures  is  estimated  at  $5000 
per  dwelling  unit,  the  approximate  market  price  would  be 
$1000  per  unit. 

If  the  written-down  cost  of  the  base  structure  is  held  to 
a  minimum,  as  shown,  the  housing  can  be  developed  for 
moderate  income  households  under  several  possible  programs 

For  Families  and  for  Single  Persons  Over  62  Years  of  Age: 

FHA  Section  221(d)(3): 

Z%  interest  rate,  for  privately  developed  projects  for 
households  with  moderate  incomes  ranging  from  $5750 
annually  for  a  1  person  household  to  $10,650  annually 
for  a  family  of  7  persons  or  more. 

The  exceptional  value  of  Section  221(d)(3)  -  3$ 
interest  rate  financing  in  lowering  housing  cost 
can  be  seen  when  a  comparison  is  made  with  financing 
under  the  FHA  market  interest  rate  (5i$  plus  mort- 
gage insurance  premium).     If  the  projects  which  c»uld 
be  developed  under  this  program  were  financed  under 
the  market  interest  rate,  the  average  rent  per  unit 
would  be  increased  $30-$35  per  month  over  the  amounts 
shown  below. 
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FHA  Section  221(d)(3): 

Rent  Supplemented  -  For  privately  developed  projects 
for  families  and  for  single  persons  over  62  years  of 
age  who  have  been  displaced  or  occupy  substandard 
housing.     This  program  will  provide  rent  supplement 
payments  to  make  up  the  difference  between  25$  of  the 
tenants'  income,  which  is  their  rent  contribution, 
and  the  full  rent  needed  to  support  their  dwelling 
unit.     The  maximum  supplement  will  be  70$  of  the  full 
rent.     The  income  eligibility  will  be  based  on  local 
public  housing  limits. 

This  is  the  first  private  housing  program  ever  to  be 
made  available  in  this  country,  which  relates  rental 
rates  to  ability  to  pay,  and  within  limits,  not  to 
housing  cost. 

The  rent  supplement  program  could  provide  the  same 
housing  (as  that  developed  under  Section  221(d)(3) 
for  moderate  income  households)  to  low  income  house- 
holds . 


Public  Housing  Administration  Building  Program: 

The  San  Francisco  Public  Housing  Authority  has  authori 

zation  to  build  1000  units  of  housing  for  families  and 

1500  units  for  senior  citizens.     Some  of  the  sites 

provided  could  be  acquired  by  Public  Housing  for  this 

purpose. 


For  Senior  Citizens  Only: 

The  Federal  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  Section 
202  program  which  provides  50  year,  3$  interest  rate 
loans  for  non-profit  rental  projects  for  senior  citi- 
zens . 


In  Any  of  the  Above  Programs: 

The  Public  Housing  Administration  Section  23  program 
of  leasing  dwelling  units  in  private  housing,  ^an  be 
used  to  pick  up  and  subsidize  10$  of  the  rental 
dwelling  units  provided  in  new  private  developments. 

This  program  can  be  made  flexible  enough,  through 
adjustment  of  income  limits,  to  take  up  much  of  the 
gap  which  may  exist  between  established  Public 
Housing  eligibility  and  221(d)(3)  eligibility  and 
rents. 
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In  addition  to  the  use  of  these  programs  to  develop 
housing: 

To  help  achieve  minimum  rental  rates  the 
City  should  establish  an  official  policy 
of  tax  assessment  for  low  and  moderate 
cost  housing.    This  assessment  method 
should  reflect  the  limitations  placed  on 
housing  developments  under  Section 
221(d)(3)  in  terms  of  profit  and  market- 
ability.    Such  proper  uniform  assessment 
practices  are  possible  without  deviating 
from  normal  assessment  methods  and  do  not 
constitute  tax  abatement. 


Through  an  income  capitalization  method 
of  appraisal  property  taxes  for  221(d)(3) 
projects  can  be  kept  to  a  low,  reasonable 
amount.    This  low  tax  amount  will  be  a 
major  local  aid  in  holding  housing  costs 
to  tenants  to  minimum  possible  levels. 


With  the  various  Federal  an 
in  low  interest j  long  term  i 
existing  and  coming,  "write 
possibly  City  participation 
subsidies, it  is  possible  to 
available  at  suitable  rents 
the  low  and  moderate  income 


i  State  aid  already  available 
lortgages  in  rent  supplements , 
down"  of  site  costs,  and 
in  capital  grants  and  rent 
make  the  new  housing  described 
to  just  about  all  renters  in 
groups . 
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ESTIMATED  MAXIMUM  CITY  CONTRIBUTIONS 
RELATED  TO  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OP  BOTH  FREEWAYS 


SUMMARY 


1.    For  Leasing  and  Holding  Private  Rental 

Vacancies  for  Relocation  Use:  $  150,000 


2.  For  City  share  of  Relocation  Program 
Administration  Cost:  $  50,000 

3.  For  possible  City  Program  of  Rent 
Supplements  as  Relocation  Aid  - 
(estimated  5  year  total,  over  and 

above  public  housing  program):  $1,250,000 

4.  For  the  City  share  of  "Write-down" 
for  Air  Rights  and  Rights -of -Way 
Sites  for  New  and  Moderate  Priced 
Housing  (1/3  City  -  2/3  Federal,  if 
no  "credits"  are  available): 

.  Maximum  for  Panhandle  Route  for 
1,050  new  low  and  moderate  cost 

dwelling  units:  $1,730,000 

.  Maximum  for  Golden  Gate  Route  for 
510  new  low  and  moderate  cost 

dwelling  units:  $  832,000 


TOTAL  -  All  Amounts  $4,012,000 
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A  brief  description  follows  of  the  material  contained 
in  the  information  Sections    Two  through  Nine  in  the  full 
report : 

SECTION  2  is  concerned  with  Federal,  State  and  Local 
aids  and  resources  which  are  currently  available  and  those 
which  should  be  made  available  for  a  successful  housing  and 
relocation  program  for  San  Francisco  as  a  whole  and  for  the 
freeway  corridor  neighborhoods.    This  Section  emphasizes 
that  these  aids  and  resources  are  necessary  in  any  event, 
as  a  consequence  of  all  City,  State  and  Federal  clearance 
and  redevelopment  programs  now  planned  or  contemplated,  and 
should  be  utilized  whether  or  not  the  freeways  are  built. 

SECTION  3  enumerates  the  findings  with  respect  to  City 
and  neighborhood  residential  resources  for  relocation. 

SECTION  4  is  a  report  on  the  dislocation  of  commercial 
and  non-residential  properties  and  the  resources  available 
for  relocation. 

SECTION  5  is  directed  toward  the  disruption  of  business 
and  social  patterns  in  the  various  neighborhoods  during  the 
construction  process  of  the  freeways  and  as  a  result  of  the 
completed  freeways. 

SECTION  6  has  to  do  with  vacant  land  available  for 
neighborhood  new  construction. 

SECTION  7  describes  the  new  construction  potential, 
both  housing  and  commercial,  created  by  the  use  of  freeway 
rights-of-way  and  air  rights  for  building.    This  Section  is 
directed  particularly  toward  solutions  for  building  new 
moderate  cost  housing  to  replace,  in  the  City's  housing 
supply,  the  dwelling  units  removed  for  freeway  construction. 

SECTION  8  is  concerned  with  the  findings  of  field  surveys, 
in  the  corridor  routes  and  in  the  neighborhood  resource  areas, 
of  residential  and  non-residential  uses. 

SECTION  9  consists  of  maps  showing  the  freeway  "take" 
areas  and  the  adjacent  neighborhood  resource  areas. 


Eight  of  these  Sections  comprising  70  pages  are  included 
in  the  full  report  but  not  in  the  Special  Summary. 
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Federal,  «tate  and  local  aids  for  residential 
and  non- residential  relocation  and  for  low 
and  moderate  income  residential  development 


SECTION  2 


FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  AIDS  FOR  RESIDENTIAL  AND 
NON-RESIDENT I AL  RELOCATION  AND  FOR  LOW  AND  MODERATE 
INCOME  RESIDENTIAL  DEVELOPMENT 


1.     Public  Housing  in  Leased  Private  Accommodations: 

Under  the  new  Federal  Public  Housing  Administration 
program  (Section  23),  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 
may  lease  and  subsidize  units  from  the  private  housing 
supply  if  the  program  (presently  before  the  Board)  is 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.     This  program  will 
be  an  aid  for  relocating  households  having  incomes  within 
the  Public  Housing  income  limits.     These  income  limits 
for  this  Section  23  program  may  be  raised  by  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Public  Housing  Authority,  above  the  presently  estab- 
lished limits,  for  purposes  of  creating  a  more  effective 
local  leasing  program.     Such  an  adjustment  of  income 
limits  will  allow  a  flexible  use  of  this  leasing  program 
in  the  relocation  efforts. 


Table 

of  Income 

Limits  by  Household 

Size 

Number  of 

Persons 

Base  Income 
Limit 

Maximum 
Tenant 

Gross  Rent  Paid  by 
Including  Utilities 

1 

Annual 

$2,880 

$  720 

Monthly 

240 

60 

2 

Annual 

$4,800 

$1,200 

Monthly 

400 

100 

3  or  4 

Annual 

$5,040 

$1,260 

Monthly 

420 

105 

5  or 
more 

Annual 
Monthly 

$5,400 
450 

$1,350 
112 
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2.     State  Division  of  Highways  Relocation  Assistance  Payment 
Program: 

The  State  Division  of  Highways  offers  relocation  assist- 
ance to  households  displaced  as  a  result  of  freeway 
construction.     Relocation  payments  for  the  cost  of  moving 
are  based  on  the  number  of  occupied  rooms  and  may  not 
exceed  $200  per  dwelling  unit  (California  Government  Code 
315953;  California  Streets  and  Highways  Code  3135.3). 
Businesses  displaced  by  freeway  construction  may  be  reim- 
bursed up  to  $3,000  for  actual  moving  expenses  (California 
Government  Code  31595^;  California  Streets  and  Highways 
Code  3135.2(c)  ). 

The  State  Division  of  Highways  has  indicated  its  desire 
to  cooperate  by  contracting  for  a  complete  relocation 
service  by  a  central  relocation  agency. 


3.     Establishment  of  a  Central  Relocation  Agency: 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  currently  provides 
a  housing  referral  service  to  households  displaced  by  all 
City  activities.     This  referral  service  is  very  limited, 
compared  to  the  thorough  relocation  program  provided  to 
households  displaced  by  urban  renewal  activities,  only, 
and  does  not  extend  to  households  displaced  by  State 
activities.     The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  stated  it  is 
willing  to  provide  full  relocation  services  to  households 
displaced  by  any  governmental  activity  if  funded  for 
this  task.     The  estimated  cost  to  the  Agency  for  provid- 
ing this  service  is  $100  per  household. 

It  is  recommended  that  a  central  relocation  agency  be 
established  immediately  under  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
and  be  financed  to  develop  staff  and  program  early  this 
year.     Such  financing  will  almost  certainly  have  to  come 
from  City  of  San  Francisco  funds. 


4.     City  Rent  Supplement  Payments  to  Relocatees: 

It  may  be  necessary  for  the  City  to  provide  tempor^y 
rent  supplement  payments  to  displaced  families  until 
the  construction  of  low  and  moderate-priced  private  houi 
ing  is  completed  within  the  freeway  rights -cf -way.  It 
is  recommended  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  authorize 
the  appropriation  of  subsidy  funds  for  this  purposo,  to 
be  used  if  the  relocation  program  requires  such  funds. 
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5.  Economic  Opportunity  Act  Assistance; 

Under  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  funds  are 
available  to  employ  persons  to  assist  in  the 
relocation  process.     It  is  recommended  this 
Federal  aid  be  utilized. 

6 .  Redevelopment  Agency  Business  Rel o cation  As s istance : 

If  a  freeway  rights-of-way  area  becomes  a  Title 
1  Redevelopment  Project,   the  Redevelopment  Agency 
can  pay  moving  costs  up  to  $25,000  for  businesses 
displaced.     It  can  also  assist  them  in  relocating 
and  help  them  obtain  low  interest  loans  for  build- 
ing new  quarters. 

7.  Redevelopment  Agency  Proposed  Industrial 
Relocation  Assistance: 


The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  proposed  a  charter 
amendment  to  permit  the  City  to  assist  in  the 
relocation  of  industries  displaced  by  Redevelop- 
ment Projects. 

It  is  recommended  that  both  the  above  aids  be 
utilized  for  relocation. 
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Federal,  State,  and  Local  Aids  for  Low  and  Moderate  Income 

New  Housing  Development 

1.    Section  221(d)(3)  Submarket  Interest  Rate  Housing  Mortgage 
Program t 

The  221(d)(3)  multi-family  housing  program  administered 
by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  is  an  aid  for 
providing  private  housing  f'or  moderate  income  families. 
Forty  year  mortgages  bearing  a  3  percent  interest  rate 
are  insured  by  FHA  and  purchased  by  the  Federal  National 
Mortgage  Association.     Rents  for  housing  constructed 
under  this  program  are  limited  and  families  must  have 
incomes  within  the  maximum  range  allowed  in  order  to 
qualify.     Rental  and  income  limits  are  as  follows: 

Maximum  Gross         Maximum  Monthly      Number  of 
Family  Size        Annual  Income  Rent   Bedrooms 

1  $  5,750  $  96  0 

2  6,950  116  1 
3-4  8,200  137  2 
5-6  9,450  157.50  3 
7  or  more  10,650  177.50  4 


This  aid  is  not  for  single  family  dwelling  units  but 
for  housing  developments  with  7  or  more  dwelling  units 
for  each  mortgage. 


2.    Federal  Rent  Supplement  Program: 

The  1965  Housing  Act  authorized  a  rent  supplement  program 
for  families  and  single  persons  over  65  years  of  age  who 
have  been  displaced  by  public  activity  or  occupy  substand- 
ard housing.     This  program  will  provide  rent  supplement 
payments  to  make  up  the  difference  between  25  percent  of 
the  tenant's  income,  which  is  their  rent  contribution, 
and  the  full  rent  needed  to  support  the  dwelling  unit. 
The  maximum  supplement  will  be  JO  percent  of  the  full 
rent.     The  income  eligibility  will  be  based  on  local 
public  housing  limits.     The  program  also  allows  a  limited 
amount  of  funds  to  be  utilized  on  an  experimental  basis 
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for  below-market  interest  rate  221(d)(3)  and  senior 
citizen  housing. 

Although  appropriations  for  this  program  have  not  been 
made,  there  is  a  strong  indication  that  funds  will  soon 
be  appropriated  which  is  evidenced  by  the  recent  support 
given  by  the  National  Association  of  Real  Estate  Boards. 

The  NAREB  expressed  to  President  Johnson  full  support 
for  the  Administration's  rent  subsidy  program  for  which 
Congress  has  yet  to  provide  a  requested  $30  million. 

The  NAREB  initially  opposed  the  plan  because  it  would 
have  been  aimed  at  middle  income  families.     The  organiza- 
tion changed  its  position  after  regulations  for  the 
program  were  revised  to  limit  rent  subsidies  to  the  low 
income  group.     A  spokesman  for  the  NAREB  stated,  "We're 
going  to  do  everything  within  our  power  to  encourage 
it  across  the  country. " 

s 

3.     CPA  Section  202  Housing  for  the  Elderly: 

Section  202  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1959  authorizes  a 
direct  loan  program  administered  by  the  Community  Facili- 
ties Administration  for  the  construction  of  housing  for 
senior  citizens.    This  program  provides  mortgages  at  a 
3  percent  interest  rate  for  up  to  fifty  years.  These 
projects  must  be  sponsored  by  non-profit  organizations 
or  cooperatives.    Units  may  be  either  efficiency  or 
one-bedroom  apartments.     Supporting  facilities  such  as 
recreation  and  social  centers,  multi-service  centers, 
and  cafeterias  may  also  be  included.     The  income  limit 
for  individuals  is  $4,000  and  for  couples  $4,800.  Rents 
for  an  efficiency  apartment  are  about  $75  per  month  and 
rents  for  a  one-bedroom  apartment  are  about  $90  per  month. 


4.     Tax  Assessment  Practices: 

To  achieve  minimum  rental  rates  in  this  new  housing 
proposal,  the  City  should  establish  an  official  policy 
of  tax  assessment  for  low  and  moderate  cost  housing. 
This  assessment  method  should  reflect  the  limitations 
placed  on  housing  developments  under  Section  221(d)(3) 
in  terms  of  profit  and  marketability.     Such  proper  uni- 
form assessment  practices  are  possible  without  deviating 
from  normal  assessment  methods  and  do  not  constitute 
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tax  abatement. 

Through  an  income  capitalization  method  of  appraisal 
property  taxes  for  221(d)(3)  projects  can  be  kept  to  a 
low,  reasonable  amount.    This  low  tax  amount  will  be  a 
major  local  aid  in  holding  housing  costs  to  tenants  to 
minimum  possible  levels. 


5.     Development  of  Moderate-Priced  Private  Housing  Within 
Freeway  Rights -of -Way: 

It  is  recommended  that  a  policy  be  established  that  the 
lands  and  air  rights  within  freeway  rights-of-way  be 
used  for  construction  of  low  and  moderate  income  housing. 

The  State  Division  of  Highways  may  dispose  of  lands  and 
air  rights  at  a  nominal  cost  through  appraisals  based 
on  the  intended  low  and  moderate-priced  housing  use. 
The  Division  has  expressed  its  willingness  to  cooperate 
with  local  City  agencies  in  their  effort  to  produce  such 
housing  within  the  freeway  rights-of-way. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency,  under  Section  110(c)(1)  and 
(c)(7)  Title  I,  Housing  Act  of  19^9*  as  amended  through 
1964,  may  declare  an  air  rights  development  as  a  redevel- 
opment project  for  development  of  low-rent  and  moderate 
income  housing. 

The  usual  two-thirds  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  preparing  the  base  structures  necessary  for  the 
construction  of  the  housing  is  available.  Having 
constructed  the  base  structures  and  other  improvements, 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  may  market  the  sites  at  a 
comparable  price  to  conventional  sites  for  low  and 
moderate  cost  housing.     Although  the  cost  of  preparing 
the  base  structures  is  estimated  at  $5,000  per  dwelling 
unit,  the  sites  could  be  marketed  at  approximately 
$1,000  per  unit. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  City  support  the  construction 
of  low  and  moderate  income  housing  on  freeway  rights-of- 
way  sites  by  pledging  the  necessary  funds  towards  the 
construction  of  the  base  structures  or  towards  the  one- 
third  project  cost. 
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It  is  also  recommended  that  the  growing  number  of 
limited  dividend  and  non-profit  housing  sponsors  be 
encouraged  to  develop  housing  on  the  freeway  rights- 
of-way  sites. 


THE  NEW  "SELECTED  CITIES"  PROGRAM 

President  Johnson  has  asked  Congress  to  approve  a  plan  to 
transform  selected  cities  into  "the  masterpieces  of  our 
civilization".     As  part  of  the  program,   Johnson  proposes 
to  make  massive  additions  to  the  supply  of  low  and  mo- 
derate-priced housing,  to  effect  new  social  programs 
and  "focus  all  techniques  and  talents  of  our  society 
on  the  crisis  of  the  American  City". 

A  special  city  agency  would  be  established  to  manage 
the  program  which  would  be  financed  80  per  cent  from 
Federal  funds  and  20  percent  with  local  money. 
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City  and  neighborhood  residential 
relocation  resources 


SECTION  3 


CITY  AND  NEIGHBORHOOD  RESIDENTIAL 
RELOCATION  RESOURCES 


The  Supervisors1  Resolution: 

The  Supervisors  in  their  resolution  (No.  795-65)  adopted 
and  approved  December  20,  1965*  expressed  a  number  of  ob- 
jections to  the  State* s  freeway  proposals,  and  among  these 
objections  were  the  following  two: 

1.  Lack  of  an  adequate  program  for  the  relocation 

of  persons  and  families  who  would  be  displaced  by 
freeway  construction; 

2.  Reduction  in  the  supply  of  moderate  income  housing 
resulting  from  that  construction. 

The  latter  concern  is  dealt  with  in  Sections  6  and  7  of  this 
report. 

Problems  and  Dimensions  of  Residential  Relocation: 

This  section  deals  with  the  problems  and  dimensions  of 
residential  relocation  and  the  potential  solutions  to  those 
problems . 

The  question,,  however  is  not  whether  relocation  resources 
for  both  rental  and  sales  housing  will  bring  a  sufficient 
supply  during  the  years  required  by  the  freeway  construction 
but : 

1.  Whether  such  residential  resource  will  be 
available  as  required  to  meet  demands 
growing  out  of  not  just  these  freeway  programs 
but  also  to  meet  the  needs  created  by  other 
programs,  i.e.,  redevelopment  of  Hunters  Point, 
Western  Addition  Area  A-2  and  Yerba  Buena  Re- 
development Area  and  other  public  programs, 
including  code  enforcement- 

2.  And,  really  the  key  question,  whether  dwelling 
units  for  rent  or  sale  will  be  available  at 
the  proper  time,  in  the  proper  location,  at  the 
appropriate  price,  size  and  physical  condition, 
and  above  all,  whether  they  will  be  available 
on  open  occupancy  racial  basis. 
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A  Complete  Relocation  Resource: 

There  needs  to  be  established  at  once,  equipped  with 
sufficient  staff  and  funds,  a  complete  relocation  resource 
center  with  an  inventory  related  not  just  to  the  needs 
growing  out  of  freeway  construction  but  also  to  the  needs 
growing  out  of  all  renewal  and  other  programs.    This  should 
be  done  whether  or  not  the  City  proceeds  with  the  proposed 
freeways . 

Rental  and  Sales  Resources; 

It  was  not  possible  in  the  course  of  this  one  month 
study  and  within  the  study  budget  to  come  up  with  absolute 
and  precise  relocation  data.    We  can,  however,  both  by 
narrative  and  statistics  describe  the  process  by  which 
dwelling  units  for  sale  and  for  rent  come  on  the  market  in 
the  neighborhoods  of  the  two  proposed  freeway  routes  and 
in  the  City  as  a  whole. 

Total  City  Residential  Resources  and  Need: 

What  volume  of  residential  relocation  resources  are 
likely  to  be  needed  in  relocation  to  all  clearance  programs, 
of  whatever  nature,  throughout  the  City  in  the  next  3  to  4 
years? 

The  3  to  h  year  period  is  taken  on  the  assumption  that 
during  that  period  the  redevelopment,  clearance  and  new  con- 
struction will  be  well  under  way  in  the  main  areas  producing 
relocation  needsj  Hunters  Point,  Western  Addition  Area  A-2, 
Yerba  Buena  Redevelopment  Area  and  the  relocation  requirements 
created  by  the  proposed  freeway  corridors. 

Relocation  Needs  of  "Households": 

The  statements  which  follow  relate  to  estimated  relocation 
needs  of  "households",  as  defined  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the 
Census,  and  not  to  those  of  single  persons  in  rooms,  rooming 
houses,  boarding  houses  and  hotels. 

We  are  relating  our  findings,  conclusions  and  recommendat.ic 
to  "households"  because  less  than  5  percent  of  all  those  in 
the  two  corridors  under  study  live  in  rooms,  rooming  houses, 
etc.     95  percent  are  "householders"  living  in  Census 
designated  dwelling  units. 

If  maximum  relocation  caused  by  presently  planned  public 
action  were  to  be  required,  suddenly,  within  the  next  90  days 
our  estimate  (based  on  research  for  this  study)  are  that 
between  5*000  and  6,000  "households"  would  need  relocation 
either  by  means  of  their  own  resources  or  through  public 
assistance. 
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However,  relocation  will  not  take  place  in  such  a  short 
time,  but  over  the  course  of  3>  4  or  even,  perhaps  5  years 
or  more.    The  first  estimate  to  be  made  is  what  the  need 
will  be,  that  is,  the  net  relocation  need  during  a  3  to  4 
year  period  throughout  the  city. 

"Natural"  Relocation: 

It  is  first  of  all  important  to  note  that  relocation 
takes  place  all  the  time  as  households  relocate  themselves 
without  public  assistance,  as  they  move  about  within  the 
City  -  into  and  out  of  it.     Examples  of  such  "natural" 
relocation  are: 

1.  Hunters  Point  (Temporary)  War  Housing 

Two  years  ago,  there  were  about  1,700  families 
occupying  these  units.    Tiday,  the  Housing  Authority 
reports  only  about  1,000  occupied  dwelling  units. 

2.  U.  S.  Census  Reports  -  i960 

These  reports  show  that  in  the  27  months  from 
January,  1958,  through  March,  i960,     95,000  renters 
(about  40$  of  the  total)  had  moved  from  one  dwelling 
to  another  dwelling  unit,  within  the  San  Francisco 
rental  dwelling  unit  supply  of  almost  200,000.  This 
movement  occurred  in  every  price  class  as  shown  in 
the  following  table: 

Rental  Units,  Occupied  During  1958* 
Through  March,  i960  by  Rental  Amount 

Less  $30..   $40      $50      $60      $70      $80      $100  $120 
than    to        to        to        to        to        to        to  and 
Total     $20  $39     $49     $59     $69     $79     $89     $119  Up 


37$  34$  36.5$  35$  29$  31.8$  35$  40$  42.5$  46.3$ 
Source:     U.S.  Census  of  Housing,  i960 


The  turnover  for  owner- occupied  dwelling  units  in  the  same 
period  in  the  City  was  about  16,000  dwelling  units  or  about 
eight  percent  per  year. 
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3.  "Turnover"  in  Permanent  Public  Housing; 

San  Francisco  has  5*430  permanent  low-rent  dwelling  units. 
The  "turnover"  rate  is  estimated  by  the  Authority  at  2.5 
per  cent  per  month,  30  per  cent  per  annum. 

4 .  Panhandle  Neighborhood  Resource  Areas; 

On  surveying  neighborhood  relocation  resources  for  this 
proposed  corridor,  three  separate  sections  were  examined. 

The  first  is  Fillmore  Strip  Resource  Area,  bounded 
roughly  by  Divisadero,  Van  Ness,  McAllister  and  Waller. 
Here  there  were  in  the  i960  Census  about  8,000  occupied 
dwelling  units.     About  4,000  had  "turned  over"  in  the 
period  1958  through  March,  i960,  or  about  150  per  month. 

For  the  Haight-Ashbury  Resource  Area  part  of  the  Panhandle 
with  boundaries  for  our  study  delineated  in  the  By-Laws 
of  the  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Association,  there 
were  about  12,000  occupied  dwelling  units  in  i960.  About 
5j600  had  changed  hands  through  move-outs  and  move-ins 
in  the  27  month  period,  1958  through  March,  i960,  or 
about  200  per  month. 

5 •    Park  Presidio  Resource  Area; 

Here,  in  the  area  surveyed  within  the  resource  area, 
there  were  about  4,400  occupied  dwelling  units  in  i960. 
1,550  had  changed  occupants  in  the  27  month  period  re- 
ferred to,  or  about  35  percent. 

6.    Golden  Gate  Resource  Area; 

Of  the  6,500  occupied  dwelling  units  in  i960  about  2,300 
had  changed  occupants  in  the  27  month  period,  about  36 
per  cent. 

Note  that  between  60  and  90  per  cent  of  all  dwelling  units 
referred  to  above  were  renter-occupied  in  i960. 
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7.     "Turnover"  in  the  Freeway  "Take"  Areas 


Panhandle 

lotai 

Panhandle 

Alternate 

Golden  Gate 

Occupied  Units 

1,293 

100 . 0% 

902 

100.0$ 

458 

100.0$ 

Less  than  6  Mos. 

286 

22.1 

208 

23.1 

72 

15.7 

6  Mos.  -  1  Year 

216 

16.7 

163 

18.1 

49 

10.8 

1-2  Years 

168 

13.0 

117 

13.0 

47 

10.3 

2-3  Years 

117 

9.1 

83 

9.2 

60 

13.0 

3-5  Years 

96 

7.4 

63 

7.0 

37 

8.1 

5  Yrs .  or  more 

4io 

31.7 

268 

29.6 

193 

42.1 

Relocation  Resources 

1.     Freeway  Resource  Area  Dwelling  Units  for  Sale: 

At  any  one  point  in  time  the  number  of  dwell- 
ing units  offered  for  sale  is  few.     The  i960 
Census  reported  as  vacant  and  available  for  sale 
733  dwelling  units  out  of  a  San  Francisco  owner- 
occupied  total  of  over  102,000,  less  than  one 
percent.     This  is  substantiated  by  our  field 
studies  in  the  project  areas.     The  amounts  of 
sales  housing  available  at  the  time  of  the  field 
studies  were  so  negligible  that  totals  and  percent- 
ages derived  from  those  findings  are  not  meaningful. 

However,  the  turnover  of  for  sale  housing  in 
the  course  of  a  year,  and  almost  certainly  in  the 
years  of  a  relocation  program  in  connection  with 
these  freeway  routes ,  will  produce  a  large  supply. 

Based  on  the  turnover  rates  reported  in  the 
i960  Census  for  the  resource  area,  we  estimate 
that  in  the  3  to  4  years  of  relocation  for  the 
freeway  construction  process ,  a  minimum  of 
5,000  dwelling  units  for  sale  will  come  on  the 
market  in  San  Francisco  each  year. 

The  percentage  of  sales  housing  turnover  found 
in  the  i960  Census  of  seven  percent  per  annum  for 
San  Francisco,  has  been  reduced  by  us  for  the 
resource  areas  to  five  percent,  as  a  conservative 
estimate. 

The  following  estimates  are  based  on  this  five 
percent  factor: 

1.     Panhandle  (Haight-Ashbury ,  Fillmore  Strip) 
Resource  Area:     About  2,500  owner-occupied 
dwellings.     A  turnover  here  of  5$  per  annum 
should  produce  a  total  of  375-500  units  offered 
for  sale  during  the  3  to  4  year  period  of 
freeway  construction. 
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2.  Park-Presidio  Resource  Area:  About  1,900 
owner-occupied  dwellings.    A  5  percent 
turnover  rate  should  produce  300-400 
units  offered  for  sale  during  the  con- 
struction period. 

3.  Golden  Gate  Resource  Area:    About  1,100 
owner-occupied  units.    At  a  5  percent 
turnover  rate  should  produce  160-220 
units  for  sale  during  the  construction 
period. 

Maximum  Relocation  Resources  from  Turnover  During 

A  3  to  4  Year  Period  and  Estimated  Maximum  Households 

Needing  Public  Relocation  Assistance 


Of  the  above  cited  5,500  to  6,000  households  in  the  path 
of  one  or  another  public  clearance  action  which  may  take  place 
in  the  next  3  to  4  years  it  is  our  estimate  that  not  more  than 
50  percent,  or  about  3,000,  will  need  public  relocation 
assistance.    The  remaining  3,000  will  have,  by  themselves, 
moved  out  of  the  dwelling  units  to  which  the  public  agency 
involved  has  taken  title  in  the  acquisition  and  clearance 
program. 

Similarly,  during  these  3  to  4  years  of  public  agency 
clearance  actions,  a  total  of  approximately  10,000  dwelling 
units  will  come  on  the  market  through  "turnover"  as  against 
an  estimated  relocation  assistance  need  of  no  more  than 
1,000  owners.  Renters 

Rental  housing  "turnover"  even  if  the  rates  cited  are  cut 
in  half,  will  result  in  20,000  available  rental  dwelling  units 
per  year  or  60-80,000  in  the  3  to  4  year  period  in  all  sections 
of  the  city,  and  in  all  sizes  and  monthly  rental  amounts, 
against  an  estimated  relocation  need  of  2,000  dwelling  units 
during  that  period. 

A  gross  estimate  of  relocation  resources  as  related  to  the 
two  corridors,  based  on  "turnover"  rates  derived  from  the 
I960  Census,  follows: 

Total        "Turnover"    Number  Number 
Resource  Area  Dwelling      Rate  Per        Per  Per 
  Units  Month         Month  Annum 


Golden  Gate  6,496  1.35$  88  1,056 

Park  Presidio  4,566  1.29  59  708 

Haight-Ashbury  18,639  1.70  317  3,8o4 

Fillmore  8,138  1.80  146  1,752 

Totals  37,839  oTO  7,320 


Turnover" 

Number 

Rate  Per 

Per 

Month 

Month 

1.35$ 

88 

1.29 

59 

1.70 

317 

1.80 

146 

610 
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Availability  of  Dwelling  Units  in 
Freeway  Resource  A rea s  to  Non-Whites s 
to  Families  with  Children  and  to 
The  Elderly 


A  critical  question  with  respect  to  existing  housing  which 
may  become  available  for  relocation  is  its  availability  to 
families  with  children.,  to  the  elderly  and  to  non-whites.  A 
field  survey  of  owners  of  rental  units  in  the  areas  indicate 
that  the  most  serious  problem  confronts  families  with  children. 
On  the  basis  of  the  field  survey  the  problem  appears  to  be 
insignificant  for  the  elderly  provided  they  can  afford  the 
rents.     This  is  shown  by  the  following  survey  question  results. 
The  question  of  availability  was  put  to  owners  of  dwelling 
units  for  sale  or  for  rent  in  the  respective  resource  areas. 

Responses  of  Owners  of  Dwelling 

 Units  For  Sale  or  For  Rent   

 Fillmore  Haig'ht         ParK  Golden 

Strip       Ashbury      Presidio  Gate 
 y0  -y0  f0  %  

Availability  'of  Dwelling 
Unit  To: 

Families  With  Children 
Under  20 


Yes  44.2  52.4  100.0  50.0 

No  55. S  47.6           —  50.0 

Elderly  Persons 
62  and  Over 

Yes  93.7  92.1  100.0  92.9 

No  6.3  7.9           —  7.1 

Negroes 

Yes  72.6  8l.7  100.0  68.6 

No  27.4  18.3            —  31.4 

Other  Non- White 

Yes  97.9  92.9  100.0  81. 4 

No  2.1  7.1  —  18.6 
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Conclusion: 

As  we  pointed  out  earlier  in  this  section,  there  is  a  need 
for  a  centralized  relocation  agency  to  make  precise  studies  of 
relocation  resources  relating  to  household  size,  children, 
racial  composition  and  income.    Such  a  precise  study  was  not 
within  the  scope  of  this  study. 

We  conclude  by  saying  that  turnover  in  the  existing  housing 
supply,  whether  for  a  given  neighborhood  or  the  City  as  a 
whole,  produces  a  supply  for  owner- occupants  and  renters  many 
times  greater  than  relocating  needs. 

If  a  relocation  service  agency  has  access  to  this  "turnover" 
supply  and  if  sufficient  funds  are  provided  from  City,  State 
and  Federal  sources  to  provide  a  total  relocation  service  and  to 
subsidize  both  the  holding  of  vacant  dwellings  and  rents  as 
needed,  it  should  be  possible  to  do  a  relocation  job  satisfactor 
to  the  households  and  individuals  in  the  path  of  public  projects 
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COMMERCIAL  AND  NON- RESIDENTIAL  DISLOCATION 
AND  RELOCATION 

A.  Properties  Dislocated 

An  analysis  of  non-residential  uses  in  the 
proposed  freeway  routes  and  alternates  was  made 
from  data  gathered  by  observation  in  the  field. 

The  proposed  Panhandle  route  would  displace 
40  such  uses:  The  Panhandle  alternate  (uith  a 
bored  tunnel),  34.    Each  route  would  displace 
three  major  users:    The  California  State  Depart- 
ment of  Motor  Vehicles,  two  Baptist  churches  and 
a  Safeway  store. 

Golden  Gate  Freeway  Route  "F"  would  displace 
78  non-residential  uses:  Golden  Gate  Route  "F2" 
would  displace  37* 

Route  "F"  would  displace  the  following  major 
uses:    Galileo  High  School  Gym  and  Athletic 
Eleld,  Otts  Drive- In,  Musto  Warble  Works,  Cost 
Plus  Imports,  Sea  Wall  Imports,  May fair  Market 
(being  constructed),  Villa  Roma  Motel,  Travelodre 
Motel,  Merchants  Ice  and  Cold  Storage  and  the 
Simmons  Mattress  development. 

Route  "F2"  would  displace  Galileo  High  School 
Gym  and  Athletic  Field,  Longshoreman's  Hall,  Otts 
Drive- In,  Musto  Marble  Works,  Villa  Roma  Motel, 
Wilton  Photographic  Supplies,  Pacific  Telephone 
warehouse,  Garbage  Truck  Storage,  Municipal  Bus 
Yard  and  Otis  Elevator. 

B.  Market  Values  and  Rents 

The  non- commercial  uses  are  so  disparate, 
the  sizes  of  the  space  occupied  so  varied,  and 
the  ages  and  conditions  of  the  structures  so 
different  that  a  meaningful  comparison  of  rents 
and  market  values  would  require  a  detailed  ap- 
praisal of  each  structure. 

However,  typical  land  values  have  been  sup- 
plied to  the  report  by  W.J.  Kenney,  Metropolitan 
District  Right  of  Way  Agent  for  the  California 
State  Division  of  Highways. 
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In  the  Golden  Gate  Study  Area  industrial 
land  in  the  area  bounded  by  Broadway,  Kearny, 
and  the  Embarcadero  ranges  in  value  from  $6  - 
$10  per  square  foot;  in  the  area,  bounded  by 
Bay  Street,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  Kearny  and  Hyde 
Streets,  $10  -  $15. 

Commercial  property  values  in  the  area  Jones, 
Larkin,  North  Point  and  the  Wharf  range  from  $15- 
$20;  Columbus  Avenue  property,  $18  -  $22. 

Multiple  residential  property  values  in  the 
area  Francisco  to  North  Point,  between  Leavenworth 
and  Van  Ness  range  from  $15  -  $20  per  square  foot 
or  $25,000  -  $30,000  per  unit,  including  land. 

Single  family  residences  in  this  area  range 
in  value  from  $30,000  -  $150,000. 

In  the  Panhandle  Study  Area  commercial  pro- 
perty is  limited  to  a  small  zone  in  the  vicinity 
of  Divisadero  Street.    The  property  values  are 
similar  to  the  adjacent  multiple  residential 
property. 

Multiple  residential  property  in  this  area 
is  as  follows: 

Area  bounded  by  Fell,  Oak,  Octavia  and  Baker  - 
$6  -  $9  per  square  foot  ($8,000  -  $13,000  per 
unit,  land  included). 

Baker  to  Stanyan,  north  side  of  Panhandle  - 
$7  -  $10  per  square  foot  ($10,000  -  $15,000 
per  unit,  land  included). 

Baker  to  Stanyan,  south  side  of  Panhandle  - 
$6  -  $8  per  square  foot  ($8,000  -  $13,000  per 
unit,  land  included). 

Stanyan  to  Park  Presidio  Boulevard  along  north 
of  Park  -  $7  -  $10  per  square  foot  ($10,jT0  - 
$18,000  per  unit,  land  included). 

Mr.  Kenney  notes  "The  above  Information  repre- 
sents a  range  of  value  within  the  given  areas 
and  does  not  necessarily  represent  what  typical 
parcels  are  selling  for.     Each  individual  par- 
cel would  have  to  be  analyzed  separately  to 
obtain  its  present  value. 
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C.    Relocation  Resources 

Panhandle  Corridor; 

Field  study  was  made  of  vacant  structures 
and  properties  which  might  be  available  in  the 
Panhandle  for  relocation  of  non-residential 
and  commercial  uses.    However,  the  amounts 
available  are  relatively  small  and  the  condi- 
tion of  the  bulk  of  the  vacant  buildings  is 
only  fair  and  vacant  properties  are  scarce. 

Furthermore,  many  of  the  businesses  which 
would  be  dislocated  depend  on  their  neighborhoods 
and  an  established  clientele.    Relocating  such 
businesses  will  inevitably  disrupt  the  chain  of 
time,  circumstances  and  customers  which  have  made 
it  possible  for  these  businesses  to  endure.  Re- 
located churches  would  be  affected  similarly  but, 
perhaps,  not  as  severely. 

Golden  Gate  Corridor  Route  "F" 


The  taking  of  property  for  Route  "F"  will 
displace  a  large  number  of  major  commercial  uses. 
Most  of  these  major  uses  are  wholesale-warehouse 
type  that  do  not  depend  on  exact  location  for 
their  trade  and  could  be  located  anywhere  con- 
venient to  shipping  facilities  and  highway  access. 

The  property  taken  for  the  "F"  route  will  use 
a  large  part  of  the  land  along  the  north  waterfront, 
and  area  already  under  intense  development  and  re- 
development by  private  enterprises.    Our  conclusion 
is  that  relocation  of  these  heavy  uses  in  the  re- 
source area,  considering  the  character  of  present 
and  proposed  development,  is  unlikely  and  perhaps 
undesirable.    There  is  a  very  limited  supply  of 
land  available  along  the  north  waterfront  and  the 
high  value  of  this  property  for  other  uses  pro- 
bably makes  warehouse  facilities  economically  in- 
feasible. 

Route  "F"  will  also  displace  a  number  of 
retail  commercial  facilities  now  located  in  older 
structures,  some  of  which  have  been  greatly  re- 
modelled.    Some  of  these  structures,  such  as  the 
building  at  50  Green  Street  and  the  Sea  Wall  Ware- 
house, are  old  brick  warehouse  structures  dating 
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from  San  Francisco's  early  history  and  are  irre- 
placeable as  such.     Some  of  the  retail  business 
in  these  old  buildings  depend  upon  the  present 
low  rentals  more  than  exact  location.    Most  of 
them  could  be  located  elsewhere  if  low  cost 
space  could  be  provided.    However,  such  space 
in  the  resource  area  is  limited.    Our  conclusion 
is  that  the  majority  of  these  retail  businesses 
cannot  be  feasibly  relocated  in  the  resource 
area  without  development  of  commercial  space  not 
now  available. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  Route  "F"  runs 
through  the  site  of  a  major  housing  development 
now  underway  on  the  Simmons  Mattress  Factory 
site.    This  development  is  just  beginning  but 
when  completed,  will  provide  514  studio  and  1 
bedroom  apartments  plus  substantial  commercial 
space.    This  development  could  be  located  else- 
where on  the  water  side  of  the  "FM  route  and 
our  conclusion  is  that  if  development  proceeded 
no  further,  relocation  of  the  development  is 
feasible  on  land  left  between  the  Embarcadero 
and  the  "F"  route. 

The  "F-2"  F.oate  -  The  "F-2"  route  displaces 
only  four  major  commercial  uses  and  one  major 
industrial  facility,  that  of  Otis  Elevator  Company. 
In  our  opinion,  the  relocation  of  all  the  facili- 
ties taken  by  this  route  is  feasible,  since  only 
three  of  them,  the  Villa  Roma  Motel,  Travelodge 
Motel  and  Otts  Drive- In  restaurant,  depend  on 
their  present  location  for  successful  business. 
Space  can  be  found  in  the  resource  neighborhood 
for  relocation  of  these  facilities.    The  other 
major  uses  of  space  can  be  relocated  elsewhere 
than  within  the  resource  area. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  "F-2"  route  pre- 
sents no  serious  relocation  difficulties,  es- 
pecially in  comparison  to  the  "F"  route. 
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BUSINESS  AND  SOCIAL  PATTERNS 
DISRUPTION 

In  all  resource  areas  adjoining  proposed  freeway  routes  there 
will  be  a  period  of  3-4  years  of  inconvenience  and  disruption 
resulting  from  the  movement  of  construction  vehicles  blocked-off 
streets,  and  traffic  problems  resulting  from  these. 

In  the  long  run,  however,  the  proposed  freeway  shields  and  air 
rights  construction  should  reduce  the  volume  of  vehicular  noise 
and  fumes  below  that  of  the  existing  surface  streets  within  the 
freeway  corridors. 

These  are  general  conclusions  for  all  the  areas  involved. 
Consideration  of  specific  neighborhood  resource  areas  follows: 

GOLDEN  GATE  RESOURCE  AREAS 

BUSINESS  DISRUPTION 

Golden  Gate  Route  nF",  proceeding  from  the  Embarcadero  Freeway, 
generally  along  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill  and  then  along  a 
route  between  North  Point  and  Bay  Streets,  will  take  78 
commercially  used  or  zoned  properties.    Golden  Gate  Route  "F2", 
proceeding  from  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  generally  along  the 
west  side  of  Embarcadero  to  Kearney  then  on  a  route  between 
North  Point  and  Beach,  cutting  over  in  the  block  between 
Mason  and  Taylor  to  a  route  between  Bay  and  North  Point,  will 
take  38  commercially  used  or  zoned  properties.  Although 
Route  "F2"  would  dislocate  fewer  properties  than  Route  "F", 
other  criteria  within  the  context  of  the  most  desirable 
development  of  the  North  Embarcadero  should  be  considered  in 
making  a  decision.    The  effect  on  the  commercial  properties 
within  the  proposed  freeway  routes  will,  of  course,  be  the 
elimination  of  those  properties  and  relocation  of  the 
businesses  located  on  them. 

The  long-range  effect  on  businesses  adjoining  the  freeway 
routes  will  be  substantial  in  both  routes  in  the  stretch  of 
land  adjacent  to  Embarcadero  from  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  to 
Mason  or  Taylor.     Involved  in  this  effect  is  the  City's 
concept  of  what  it  wishes  the  north  and  northwesterly 
Embarcadero  to  become,  the  types  of  tourist  or  tourist-oriented 
businesses  which  have  located  in  this  area,  the  increasing 
economic  and  environmental  undesirability  of  many  of  the 
existing  uses,  and  the  commercial  areas  which  can  be  provided 
on  air  right  properties  along  the  freeway.     Smaller  commercial 
uses,  which  can  pay  higher  prices  or  rents  for  the  land,  seem 
to  be  logical  users  of  land  in  this  area. 
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BUSINESS  AND  SOCIAL  PATTERNS 

Fisherman's  Wharf  will  not  be  affected  adversely  by  either  of 
the  routes,  but  very  likely  enhanced. 

In  the  areas  adjacent  to  the  westerly  end  of  each  of  the  routes, 
between  Bay  and  North  Point,  the  effect  except  for  traffic 
disruption  during  the  construction  period,  should  be  minimal. 

SOCIAL  PATTERNS  DISRUPTION 

Neither  of  the  proposed  routes  should  have  any  significant 
effect  on  the  social  patterns  of  the  residential  neighborhoods 
adjoining  the  freeway  or  through  which  it  will  pass,  with,  of 
course,  of  the  exception  of  the  residential  structures 
dislocated.    These  can  be  replaced  and  the  housing  supply 
increased  by  new  residential  structures  on  the  freeway  rights- 
of-way  and,  possibly,  on  the  slopes  of  Telegraph  Hill  if  Route 
"F"  is  used.    The  incomes,  families  and  household  sizes  are 
such  that  the  displaced  residents  can  be  accommodated  in  the 
supply  of  housing,  naturally  occurring,  and  the  new  housing 
proposed,  which,  combined,  are  many  times  more  than  the  amount 
taken. 

Another  gain  for  the  adjoining  neighborhoods  is  a  reduction  in 

noise  and  fumes  resulting  from  traffic  on  the  existing 
surface  streets  in  the  proposed  corridor  routes  and  elimination 
of  many  of  the  traffic  problems  created  by  through  traffic 
along  Bay  Street. 

The  number  of  non-whites  presently  residing  in  the  resource 
areas  is  small  and  no  important  disruption  of  the  existing 
racial  pattern  is  anticipated. 

ftAWHANDLE  RESOURCE  AREAS 

PARK- PRESIDIO,   FILLMORE,   HAIGHT,  ASHBURY) 
BUSINESS  DISRUPTION 

The  business  on  Haight  Street  and  the  various  cross  streets, 
including  Fillmore,  will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  proposed 
Panhandle  Freeway,  except  for  dislocation  on  the  route  and  the 
temporary  disruption  of  traffic  during  construction.     When  the 
freeway  is  complete  people  who  shop  in  these  neighborhoods  will 
have,  perhaps,  more  rapid  access  to  them  than  before. 
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BUSINESS  AND  SOCIAL  PATTERNS 
SOCIAL  PATTERNS  DISRUPTION 

In  the  Supervisor's  Resolution  (#795-65,  December  20,  1965)  a 
concern  is  expressed  about  the  possible  loss,  due  to  freeway 
construction,   "of  the  social  values  such  as  the  maintenance  of 
the  Haight-Ashbury  District  as  a  racially- integrated 
neighborhood. " 

The  facts  developed  by  this  study  show  that  it  may  be  already 
too  late  to  describe  the  Haight-Ashbury  as  a  racially  integrated 
neighborhood  whose  racial  balance  can  be  maintained  by  any 
effective  means.    There  are  now  about  22,000  dwellings  in  the 
Haight  Ashbury- Fillmore  Resource  Area.    At  the  time  of  the  i960 
census  about  30$  were  occupied  by  non-white  and  our  estimates 
are  that  now,  40$-50$  are  occupied  by  non-whites.     Whether  the 
Panhandle  Freeway  is  built  or  not  will  have  no  effect  on 
whether  or  not  the  Haight-Ashbury  retains  its  racial  balance  or 
becomes  a  non-white  ghetto.    The  general  Haight-Ashbury 
neighborhood  is  a  housing  resource  for  the  rapidly  growing 
negro  and  other  non-white  populations.    Their  continued 
expansion  into  this  neighborhood  to  a  possible  ghetto  situation 
in  the  near  future  should  be  a  matter  of  community  concern  and 
action  but  is  not  directly  related  to  freeway  development. 

The  maintenance  of  a  well- integrated  community  in  the  Haight- 
Ashbury  Area  and  the  development  of  one  in  the  Fillmore  area 
depends  on  action  by  the  City  and  other  governmental  agencies 
of  the  neighborhood  involved  and  of  the  entire  San  Francisco 
Community) . 

There  were  substantial  indications  10  years  ago  that  the 
Haight-Ashbury  was  in  danger  of  becoming  a  non-white  ghetto. 
The  following  table  demonstrates  the  changes,   1940- i960,   in  the 
4  neighborhoods  comprising  the  Panhandle  and  Golden  Gate  areas. 

CHANGES  IN  RACIAL  RESIDENTIAL  OCCUPANCY 
IN  RESOURCE  NEIGHBORHOODS 
(As  Shown  on  Maps  of  This  Report) 
1940- 19b0 

%  Non-White  Occupancy 
(U.S.  Census  and  Block  Data) 


Panhandle  Neighborhood  Relocation  Resource  Area 

1940  1950  i960 

Haight-Ashbury  Section                     0.9  3.1  25.0 

Fillmore  Strip  Section                     0.7  9-0  3*+. 5 

Park  Presidio  Section  0.4  0.9  9-5 
Golden  Gate  Neighborhood 

Relocation  Rescource  area            0.8  2.5  8.4 
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SECTION  6 


NEIGHBORHOOD  NEW  CONSTRUCTION  POTENTIAL 
ON  SUITABLE  EXISTING-  VACANT  LAND 


In  our  opinion  a  program  of  construction  of  new  moderate 
cost  housing  on  scattered  sites  of  existing  vacant  land  is 
feasible  only  if: 

.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  makes  available 
funds  to  acquire,  assemble  and  resell  a 
sufficient  number  of  sites  to  constitute  a 
project  of  a  size  large  enough  to  be  of  sig- 
nificant value  in  meeting  relocation  housing 
needs . 

.  In  addition  to  providing  funds  for  acquisition, 
a  policy  was  established  of  reselling  the  sites 
purchased,  at  a  low  fixed  price,  almost  certainly 
much  lower  than  the  purchase  price,  in  order  to 
aid  in  reducing  the  housing  cost. 

The  difficulties  in  establishing  this  program  would  be: 

.  The  difficulty  of  purchasing  numerous  parcels 

from  many  owners,  some  of  whom  will  be  reluctant 

to  sell.    This  will  cost  time  and  money. 
.  The  difficulty,  in  our  opinion,  of  finding  a 

developer  who  is  interested  in  solving  the 

construction  problems  inherent  in  a  project 

spread  out  over  so  many  different  sites. 
.  The  difficulty  and  added  cost  of  providing 

good  management  to  such  a  project  in  operation. 
.  The  difficulty  of  achieving  construction  economy 

which  is  impossible  on  a  project  of  a  few  dwellings 

on  each  of  numerous  sites. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  a  scattered  site  new  housing  program 
of  any  significant  size,  is  not  a  feasible  relocation  solution. 
The  time  delays,  high  costs  and  organizational  problems  are 
such  that  we  propose  that  other  relocation  solutions  be 
used,  as  described  in  Section  3. 

For  informational  purposes,  a  description  of  the  procedure 
used  and  the  housing  potential  found,  follows: 

An  inventory  of  vacant  publicly  and  privately-owned  property 
in  the  resource  areas  was  made  using  as  a  source,  the  records 
of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department. 
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The  suitability  of  sites  located  was  judged  on  the  basis  of 
existing  zoning,  minimum  legal  lot  size  under  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code,  and  the  location  and  condition  of  the  sites 
suitable  for  moderate  cost  housing. 

Since  the  greatest  need  is  for  rental  housing,  the  R-l  (single 
family)  and  R-2  (duplex)  sites  were  judged  unsuitable.    R-l  and 
R-2  sites  would  be  suitable  for  resident  owned  housing  but  would 
not  offer  high  enough  density  or  low  enough  cost  for  a 
significant  moderate  cost  rental  housing  resource. 

The  small  amount  of  R-5  (high  rise  multifamily)  land  located 
was  judged  unsuitable  for  moderate  cost  housing  because  of  the 
high  cost  of  high  rise  construction.     The  only  possible 
exception  might  be  a  project  for  senior  citizens  under  HHFA 
Section  202. 

Thus,  the  property  considered  as  potentially  suitable  for 
moderate  cost  rental  housing  is  limited  to  those  R-3  and  R-4 
zoned  sites  which  are  of  legal  size  and  are  in  such  a  condition 
and  location  as  to  be  feasible  for  low  rise  moderate  cost 
construction. 

Sites  were  found  which  would  theoretically  permit  the  following 
number  of  low  rise  dwellings 

Panhandle  Resource  Area 
335  dwelling  units 

Golden  Gate  Resource  Area 
45  dwelling  units 

In  addition  sites  were  found  in  R-5  zoning  which  could  be  used 
for  high  rise  higher  cost  construction  for: 

Panhandle  Resource  Area 
130  dwelling  units 

Golden  Gate  Resource  Area 
360  dwelling  units 

The  R-l  and  R-2  sites  found  and  considered  here  as  unsuitable 
for  moderate  cost  housing  could  be  used  for: 

Panhandle  Resource  Area 
19  dwelling  units 

Golden  Gate  Resource  Area 
None 
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The  cost  estimates  for  the  construction  on  R-3  and  R-4  land 
indicate  the  following  average  cost  and  rental  per  unit:  (land 
cost  was  estimated  based  on  property  value  estimates  for  the 
areas  supplied  by  the  California  State  Division  of  Highways.) 

Average  cost  per  unit  $19,100 
Average  monthly  rental  $145.00 


This  average  rental  is  estimated 
for  a  project  based  on  providing 
dwelling  types  and  sizes  in 
relation  to  the  household  sizes 
to  be  displaced,  as  follows: 

6Sfo  Studio  and  1  Bedroom  units 
18$  2  Bedroom  units 

Qfo  3  Bedroom  units 

&/o  4  Bedroom  units 

Rents  by  unit  size  are  estimated 
at : 


Studio 

1  Bedroom 

2  Bedroom 

3  Bedroom 

4  Bedroom 


130 
140 
150 
165 
175 


Based  on  the  average  rent  per 
unit  shown  above. 

These  rents  are  not  in  the 
moderate  cost  range. 

If  the  land  were  resold  at  lower 
than  purchase  price,  say  $1,000 
per  unit,  the  estimated  rents 
would  be  reduced  approximately 
$8.00  per  month.    This  reduction 
is  not  enough  to  bring  the  rents 
to  moderate  cost  levels. 
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SECTION  7 


NEIGHBORHOOD  NEW  CONSTRUCTION  POTENTIAL 
ON  FREEWAY  RIGHTS -OP-WAY 


The  construction  of  the  Panhandle  and  Golden  Gate  freeways 
will  create: 

in 

• • Increase/and  improvement  of  the  supply  of  new  housing 
for  families  and  single  persons  with  moderate  incomes. 

Panhandle  Corridor 

1050  Dwelling  units 

Panhandle  Alternate  (with  bored  tunnel) 
515  Dwelling  units 

Golden  Gate  Route  "P" 

510  Dwelling  units  in  two  areas. 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F-2" 

410  Dwelling  units  in  two  areas. 


••Off-street  parking  for  all  units  in  all  corridor  plans. 


• *An  additional  higher  cost  housing  potential  with 
Golden  Gate  Route  "F": 

1000  Dwelling  units  (with  parking  space  for 
1600  cars ) . 


••Construction  of  new  commercial  space: 

Panhandle  and  Panhandle  Alternate 
75.000  square  feet 

(Blocks  over  the  tunnel  on  the  full  Panhandle 
"take"  would  be  residential  only. ) 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F" 
443,000  Square  feet 

Golden  Gate  Route  "F-2" 
70,000  Square  feet 
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The  program  described  here  proposes  to  make  use  of  land 
and  certain  air  rights  within  the  freeway  rights-of-way 
for  the  construction  of  housing  for  families  and  single 
persons  having  low  and  moderate  incomes.     The  primary 
purpose  of  this  housing  program  is  the  replacement,  in 
the  City  housing  supply,  of  housing  removed  to  construct 
the  freeway. 

However,  additional  community  values  can  be  gained  from  this 
freeway  housing  program.     Not  only  can  the  supply  of  new 
housing  and  commercial  space  be  increased,  but  the  neighbor- 
hood environment,  now  in  need  of  renewal,  can  be  signifi- 
cantly improved. 

Under  this  program: 

The  new  housing  supply  will  be  increase d  f or 
the  people  who  need  new  housing  most. 

The  creation  of  a  substantial  new  project  of 
moderate  cost  housing  will  offer  the  opportunity 
to  help  stabilize  or  improve  the  racial  balance 
in  the  neighborhood. 

Off-street  parking  facilities,  not  now  existing, 
will  be  provided  for  the  new  housing. 

New  space  for  commercial  uses  will  be  provided 
at  reasonable  cost. 


In  addition,  this  strip  of  new  construction  may  stimulate 
further  neighborhood  renewal  in  the  private  market. 


The  new  housing  construction  is  shown  here  as  two  projects, 
one  along  each  freeway  corridor,  developed  under  FHA  Section 
221(d)(3)  -  3$  interest  rate  financing  as  a  non-profit 
rental  project.     This  financing  program  is  used  as  the 
example  since,  of  those  programs  available,  it  most  directly 
reflects  minimum  site  acquisition  costs  and  low  construction 
and  operating  costs.     Rental  rates  under  other  programs, 
with  the  exception  of  CPA  Section  202,  have  direct  rent: 
subsidies  which  are  based  on  tenant  income  and  not  on  dwell- 
ing rental  price.     As  long  as  the  housing  produced  is  gener- 
ally of  moderate  cost,  the  rent  subsidy  will  lower  rents 
to  an  acceptable  level  for  the  tenant.     Therefore,  for 
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programs  involving  rent  subsidies,  the  initial  rental  rate 
is  not  as  significant  as  for  programs  without  direct  rent 
supplement. 


We  have  assumed  that,  except  for  limited  convenience 
commercial  uses,  the  commercial  space  will  be  developed 
with  conventional  financing,  since  the  FHA  programs  will 
not  allow  major  commercial  development. 


The  proposed  freeway  housing  and  commercial  construction 
program  is  as  follows: 


Panhandle  Corridor 

1050  Total  Dwelling  Units 

Estimated  total  project  cost  -  $15,5^0,000 
Estimated  average  cost  per  dwelling  unit  -  $l4,S00 


Estimated 

No.  Type  Monthly  Rent  (1) 

300  1  Bedroom  $  90 

300  2  Bedroom  $105 

275  3  Bedroom  $125 

175  4  Bedroom  $140 


(1)    Utilities  (gas,  electricity)  not  included. 


Parking  will  be  provided  on  a  1  to  1  basis. 


In  addition,  approximately  75,000  square  feet 
of  non-residential  space  will  be  available  in  the 
base  structures  for  additional  parking  and  commer- 
cial or  other  non-residential  uses. 


The  exceptional  value  of  Section  221(d)(3)  -  3%  interest 
rate  financing  in  lowering  housing  cost  can  be  seen  when 
a  comparison  is  made  with  financing  under  the  FFIA  market 


-3- 


I 


SECTION  7 


interest  rate  (5|$  plus  \%  mortgage  insurance  premium) . 
If  the  project  were  financed  under  the  market  interest 
rate,  the  average  rent  per  unit  would  be  increased  $30- 
$35  per  month. 


Panhandle  Corridor  (Alternate  with  bored  tunnel) 
515  Total  Dwelling  Units 

Estimated  total  project  cost        -  $7,622,000 

Estimated  average  cost  per  -      $  14,800 

dwelling  unit 


The  proposed  mixture  of  units  and  the  estimated 
rentals  will  be  similar  to  those  shown  above  for 
the  full  Panhandle  Corridor. 


Golden  Gate  Corridor  (Both  "F"  and  MF-2"  Route) 

Project  on  blocks  bounded  by:     Polk,  North  Point, 
Leavenworth,  and  Bay  Streets. 

210  Total  Dwelling  Units 

Estimated  total  project  cost        -  $2,541,000 

Estimated  average  cost  per  -      $  12,000 
dwelling  unit 

Estimated 

No.                               Type  Monthly  Rent  I1) 

105                          1  Bedroom  $  95 

85                           2  Bedroom  $115 

20                          3  Bedroom  $130 

(1)     Utilities  (gas,  electricity)  not  included. 
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Parking  will  be  provided  on  a  1  to  1  basis. 

45,000  square  feet  of  non-residential  space 
will  be  available  for  commercial  uses. 


The  program  described  above  offers  the  same  amount  of 
housing  and  commercial  space  for  both  the  alternate 
Golden  Gate  Routes  considered  ("P"  and  "F-2"),  since 
both  routes  are  the  same  from  Van  Ness  Avenue  to  Columbus 
Avenue . 


However ,  from  Columbus  Avenue  on  to  the  east,  the  routes 
differ.    Thus  the  potential  of  new  development  differs 
also. 


Golden  Gate  "F"  Route 

Following  the  "F"  Route  east  from  Columbus  Avenue,  the  first 
area  for  potential  development  is: 

Three  blocks  between  Jones  and  Powell  Streets. 

These  blocks  are  similar  in  size  to  the  blocks 
in  the  Panhandle  Corridor  and  will  offer  the 
potential  of  a  similar  development  scheme. 

The  potential  space  provided  could  be  developed 
in  any  mixture  of  residential  and  commercial  uses, 
in  keeping  with  the  trend  of  present  and  future 
north  water  front  development. 

The  space  provided  would  be  approximately  in  gross 
area: 

Street  level  space  for  parking      -      175 , 000  sq.  ft 
and/or  commercial  use 

Space  on  three  terrace  levels        -  -  290,000  sq.  ft 
above  the  street  level  space 

If  all  the  space  were  developed  as  residential,  this 
would  be  enough  area  for  at  least  300  apartments 
and  450  cars,  leaving  40,000  sq.  ft.  of  space  at 
street  level  for  commercial  use. 
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Continuing  east  along  the  ,!F    Route  around  Telegraph 
Hill,  a  development  plan  has  been  proposed  by  the 
study  architectural  consultants,  Berger  and  Coplans, 
for  the  area  between  the  freeway  and  the  Telegraph 
Hill  cliff  and  for  the  cliff-side  itself.    This  plan 
proposes  to  use  space  over  the  freeway  for  commer- 
cial uses,  space  between  the  freeway  and  the  base 
of  the  hill  for  parking,  and  the  face  of  the  hill 
itself  for  terraced  housing  structures. 

The  plan  would  provide: 

Parking  and  open  areas 

712,000  sq.  ft. 

Parking  for  1600  cars 

Commercial  space 
358,000  sq.  ft. 


Housing 

884,000  sq.  ft.   (or  enough 
for  approximately  1000 
dwelling  units) 


If  the  cost  of  the  base  structures  over  the  freeway 
can  be  absorbed  in  the  cost  of  constructing  the  free- 
way, the  dwelling  unit  cost  is  estimated  at  approxi- 
mately $17,000-$19,000  per  unit,  finished  cost.  This 
cost  is  not  in  the  low  to  moderate  range,  but  is  less 
expensive  than  high  rise  construction.     In  addition, 
this  area  is  one  in  which  some  higher  cost  housing 
may  be  justified  in  view  of  the  desirability  of  the 
location  and  the  amenities  offered. 


Golden  Gate  "F-2"  Route 

Following  the  "F-2"  Route  east  from  Columbus  Avenue,  the 
area  available  for  development  will  be  the  two  blocks  between 
Mason  and  Stockton  Streets,  North  Point  and  Beach  Streets . 
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A  plan  such  as  used  in  the  Panhandle  Corridor  would 
produce: 

Space  for  parking  and/or  -    115,000  sq.  ft. 

commercial  use : 

Space  on  three  terrace  levels         -    206,000  sq.  ft. 
above  the  street  level  space: 


If  developed  as  residential,  this  space  would 
provide  area  for  approximately  200  apartments 
and  300  cars,  leaving  25,000  sq.  ft.  of  space 
for  commercial  use  at  street  level. 


Prom  the  standpoint  of  creating  maximum  new  development 
resources,  our  conclusion  is  that  the  "F"  Route  offers  a 
great  potential  for  improved  and  increased  development  of 
the  north  water  front  area,  and  that  the  plans  proposed 
are  directly  in  keeping  with  the  apparent  development 
trend  in  the  area.    Such  a  plan  as  proposed  would  make 
the  construction  of  the  Golden  Gate  freeway  of  real  value 
to  the  City  in  terms  of  increased  housing  and  commercial 
space  and  in  the  improvement  of  the  north  water  front 
environment. 


Notes : 

1.  No  studio  type  dwelling  units  are  proposed  in  the 
housing  plan.     In  our  opinion,  the  tiny  modern  studio 
unit  is  a  type  of  housing  which  will  become  obsolete 

as  a  satisfactory  living  unit,  even  for  single  persons. 
A  small  one  bedroom  unit  is  not  significantly  more 
expensive  to  construct  than  a  studio  unit  and  offers 
tenants  a  much  better  living  space. 

2.  Referring  to  the  terrace  development  plan  for  the 
Golden  Gate  "F"  Route,  we  would  propose  that  the  City 
construct,  own  and  operate  the  parking  garages  provided, 
in  the  same  manner  as  with  other  parking  facilities  now 
in  existence. 
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Findings  of  field  surveys residential  and 
non-residential 
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CHARACTERISTICS  OP  DWELLING  UNITS 
IN  FREEWAY  ROUTE  STUDY  AREAS 

Panhandle (1)  (2) 

Panhandle  Alternate      Golden  Gate 

~No~     fo  No .  No.  % 

Total  Dwelling  Units    1,456  100.0  893  100.0  186  100.0 

Vacant                           163    11.2  66  7.4 

Occupied                    1,293    88.8  827    92.6  186  100.0 

Owners                           167    12.9  132    15.9  38  20.4 

Renters                      1,126    87. 1  695    84.1  148  79.6 

Racial  Composition 
of  Dwelling  Units 

White                                 47.2  32.6  97.0 

Negro                                48.9  64.4  0.9 

Non- White                              3.9  3.0  2.1 

Duration  of  Residence 

Less  than  6  Months            22.1  23.1  15.7 

6  Months  -  1  Year              16.7  18.1  10. S 

1-  2  Years                         13.0  13. 0  10.3 

2-  3  Years                         9.1  9.2  13.0 

3-  5  Years  7.4  7.0  8.1 
5  or  More  Years                  31.7  29.6  42.1 


Family  Composition 
Individuals  Related 

By  Blood  or  Marriage  58.5  61.5  48.0 

Unrelated  Individuals  4l.5  38.5  52.0 


Households  With/Without 
Children  Under  20 

fo  of  Households  with 

Children  37.0  35.0  17,5 

%  of  Households  without 

Children  °3.0  65. 0  82.5 

1)  With  bored  tunnel  through  Fillmore  Hill. 

2)  This  figure  .is  for  the  "F-2"  Route.  In  the  brief  time  available 
for  this  report  some  er.ror  inevitably  occured.  In  the  Golden 

'    Gate  Corridor  "take"  blocks  for  the  "F"  Route,  122  dwelling 
units  in  a  new  apartment  development  at  the  corner  of  Bay  & 
Stockton  were  omitted.    That  omission  does  not  affect 
significantly  the  housing  characteristics  percentages  shown. 
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Characteristics  (Con1 t . ) 

SECTION  3 


Panhandle 

Panhandle        Alternate        Golden  Gate 

Total  Dwelling  Units  100.0  100.0  100.0 

Number  of  Persons 
in  Household 

One  33.5  32.2  43.2 

Two  33.O  34.2  37.1 

Three  13.5  12.7  10.1 

Four  8.7  9.0  4.4 

Five  5.2  5.5  3.9 

Six  3.2  3.5  0.4 

Seven  1.1  1.3 

Eight  1.2  0,9 

Nine  0.3  0.4 

Ten  Or  More  0.3  0.3 


Age  of  Head  of 
Household 

Under  20                               1.1  0.9 

20  -  24  13.0  12.4  6.4 

25  -  34  20.6  22.8  20.3 

35  -  44  16.9  20.1  21.2 

45  -  54  16.9  18.8  16.2 

55  -  61                                9.9  S.7  10.1 

62  and  Over  21.6  16.3  25.8 


Dwelling  Unit  Composition 
By  Type  (1) 

Single  6.8                 4.0  5.7 

Flat  30.2  37.0  39.3 

Apartment  63. 0  59. 0  55.0 


(l)  In  the  i960  U.S.  Government  Census  less  than  100  persons 
were  reported  in  boarding  houses^  rooming  houses  and 
residential  hotels  in  the  Panhandle  "take"  blocks  and 
none  were  reported  in  the  Golden  Gate  "take"  blocks. 
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Characteristics  (Con1 t . ) 

SECTION  8 


Panhandle 

Panhandle       Alternate      Golden  Gate 

 W~    ~~  %~  - 


Total  Dwelling  Units             ■  100.0  .:  100.0  100.0 

Dwelling  Unit 
Composition  By 
Bedrooms 

None  8.4                 5.8  58.1 

One  51.4               48.6  35.4 

Two  21.5               27.1  5.2 

Three  12.6  13.5 

Four  4.3                 3.7  0.9 

Five  1.0                 1.1  0.4 

Six  0.4  0.2 

Seven  0.2 

Eight  0.1 

Nine  or  More  0.1 


Dwelling  Unit 
Composition  By  Rents 

Less  than  $40  2.3  1.7  1.1 

$40  -  49  3.3  4.3  0.6 

50  -  59  4.7  7.8 

60  ~  69  9.1  10.8  2.3 

70  -  79  10.1  H.4  2.3 

80  -  89  12.3  15.1 

90  -  99  13.5  16.8  10.9 

100  -  119  18.0  18.2  25.1 

120  -  139  13.6  9.9  17.1 

140  -  199  6.6  3.4  24.6 

200  and  Over  1.5  0.6  7.4 


Occupied  Duelling  Units 
by  Household  Income  '• 

Under  $4,000  42.5  45.2  23.3 

$4,000  -  5,999  24.0  24.8  24.3 

6,000  -  6,999  13.2  13.8  ll.l 

7,000  -  7,999  6.5  6.2  11.5 

8,000  -  8,999  4.5  4.0  7.1 

9,000  -  9,999  2.6  1.2 

10,000  and  Over  6.7  4.8  19.7 
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Characteristics  (Cont'd) 
SECTION  8 


RENT  PAID  BY  HOUSEHOLD  SIZE 


RENT  PAID 


PANHANDLE 

Under  $40 
40-49 
50-59 
60-69 
70-79 
80-89 

90-99 
100-119 

120-139 
140-199 
200  and  over 

GOLDEN  GATE 

Under  $40 
40-49 

50-59 
60-69 

70-79 
8O-89 

90-99 
100-119 

120-139 

140-199 

200  and  over 


NUMBER  OF  PERSONS  IN  HOUSEHOLD 


1 

2 

-> 

4 

J 

6 

7° 

i 

7° 

<?<> 

7° 

7° 

4.3 

.3 

1.6 

2.8 

2.5 

2.1 

5-7 

2.4 

3.3 

2.1 

8.9 

3.1 

1.6 

2"  8 

15.8 

5.6 

5.7 

4.2 

2.5 

6.2 

12.0 

12.2 

6.6 

5.6 

5.0 

10.9 

11.8 

15.7 

14.1 

12.5 

14 .6 

14  ^ 

17  8 

16  4 

14  1 

20.0 

It. 4 

14  Q 

17  8 

27  0 

22.6 

15  .0 

18.7 

8  0 

17  4 

R  7 

l6  Q 

^0.0 

20.8 

4  6 

*"T  •  w1 

7  8 

Q  8 

11. ^ 

10.0 

23 .0 

6 

3  8 

6.6 

5.6 

2.5 

2.1 

1.4 

1.6 

9.1 

4.1 

1.6 

1.4 

33.4 

100.0 

10.9 

8.2 

16.4 

8.2 

18.2 

13.7 

27.9 

27.2 

l6~6 

20.6 

14.8 

18.2 

42.9 

16.6 

27.4 

27.9 

18.2 

42.9 

33.4 

4.1 

9.8 

9.1 

14.2 
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Characteristics  (Cont'd) 
SECTION  8 


INCOME 


INCOME  BY  HOUSEHOLD  SIZE 
Number  in  Household  by  Income 

NUMBER  OF  PERSONS  IN  HOUSEHOLD 
12  3  4  5 

fo  %  %  <?o  % 


PANHANDLE 


6 


Under  $4,000 

57.5 

36.2 

40.8 

34.1 

22.7 

25 

.8 

4,000-5,999 

23-0 

25.2 

27.1 

22.0 

17.0 

25 

.8 

6yOOO-6J,999 

8.2 

15.5 

15.0 

9.9 

17.0 

19 

.7 

7,000-7,999 

4.6 

6.7 

5.0 

11.0 

17.0 

7 

•  5 

8, ©00-8, 999 

2.8 

4.6 

5.7 

7.5 

6 

.1 

9,000-9,999 

1.4 

2.3 

.7 

7-6 

7.5 

4 

.5 

10,000  and  over 

2.5 

9.5 

5.7 

9.9 

11.3 

10 

.6 

GOLDEN  GATE 

Under  $4,000 

4,000-5,999 
6,000-6,999 

7,000-7,999 
8,000-8,999 

9,000-9,999 
10,000  and  over 


24.4 

21.8 

23 

.5 

20.0 

14 

.3 

30.0 

23.2 

17 

.6 

8.9 

8.2 

29 

.5 

20.0 

14 

.3 

7.8 

13.7 

11 

.8 

20.0 

14 

.3 

11.1 

2.7 

28 

.5 

4.4 

10.0 

14 

.3 

17.8 

26.0 

17 

~6 

30.0 

14 

.3 

33.3 

66~7 
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SECTION  8 


RENT  PAID  BY  NUMBER  OF  BEDROOMS 


RENT  PAID 


NUMBER  OF  BEDROOMS 


1 

2 

3 

PANHANDLE 

% 

% 

% 

Under  40 

2.5 

1.2 

40-49 

3.6 

2.3 

50-59 

6.0 

1.5 

2.3 

60-69 

11.3 

3.6 

4.7 

70-79 

12.5 

6.7 

8.1 

8O-89 

12.4 

13.4 

11.6 

90-99 

16.7 

22.2 

8.1 

100-119 

17.3 

23.2 

19.8 

120-139 

13.8 

13.9 

18.6 

140-199 

3.4 

10.3 

16.3 

200  &  over 

.5 

1.1 

7.0 

4  or  more 

% 

2.7 

2.7 

5.4 

2.7 

2.7 

5.4 

2.7 

5.4 
32.4 
29.8 

8.1 


PANHANDLE  ALT . 

Under  $40 

40-49 

50-59 

6O-69 

70-79 

8O-89 

90-99 
100-119 

120-139 
140-199 
200  &  over 

GOLDEN  GATE 

Under  $40 

4d-49 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

8O-89 

90-99 
100-119 

120-139 
140-199 
200  &  over 


1.6 

.9 

1.9 

5 

.6 

4.4 

5-i 

3.8 

10.5 

2.6 

3.3 

14.1 

4.3 

7.6 

14.9 

8.7 

5.7 

13.7 

14.8 

14.9 

5 

.6 

17.3 

23.5 

9.4 

5 

.6 

17.8 

22.6 

18.8 

5 

.6 

5.7 

11.3 

20.8 

44 

.3 

6.1 

7.6 

33 

.3 

5.7 

4.6 

2.3 

3.2 

.8 

4.6 

25.0 

11.3 

2.3 

12.9 

4.5 

25.0 

33.1 

6.8 

16.9 

20.4 

21.0 

34.1 

50.0 

.8 

20.4 
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Characteristics  (Con't.) 

SECTION  8 
NUMBER  OP  BEDROOMS  BY  INCOME 


Income 


Panhandle 


Under  $4,000 
$4,000  -  5,999 
6,000  -  6,999 
7,000  -  7,999 
8,000  -  8,999 
9,000  -  9,999 
10,000  and  Over 


Panhandle  Alternate 

Under  $4,000 
$4,000  -  5,999 
6,000  -  6,999 
7,000  -  7,999 
8,000  -  8,999 
9,000  -  9,999 
10,000  and  Over 


Golden  Gate 

Under  $4,000 

$4,000  -  5,999 

6,000  -  6,999 

7,000  -  7,999 

8,000  -  8,999 

9,000  -  9,999 

10,000  and  Over 


Number  of 

Bedrooms 

4  Or  M( 

1 

2 

3 

% 

% 

io 

% 

46.4 

44.4 

35.0 

25.0 

26.0 

21.8 

20.5 

33.3 

13.9 

14.8 

15.7 

13.9 

4.8 

9.0 

7.2 

13.9 

3.8 

2.6 

6.0 

2.8 

1.3 

1.6 

9.6 

3.8 

5.8 

6.0 

11.1 

46.5 

53.5 

41.6 

31.6 

28.0 

18.7 

22.6 

26.3 

14.6 

15.1 

13.0 

26.3 

3.8 

8.2 

5.7 

10.5 

4.2 

0.9 

5.7 

5.3 

0.9 

5.7 

2.9 

2.7 

5.7 

19.1 

18.0 

36.5 

10.3 

16.7 

11.3 

7.7 

13.1 

12.8 

16.7 

8.7 

5.1 

16.7 

0.9 

5.1 

10.4 

4l.0 

49.9 
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SECTION  S 


ATTITUDES  AND  OPINIONS  OF  RESIDENTS 
IN  FREEWAY  "TAKE"  AREAS 


Panhandle 

Panhandle  Alternate        Golden  Gate 

fo  fo  fo 

Residents'  Attitude 
To  Freeway 

Oppose                                    49.5  40.7  84. 3 

Do  Not  Oppose                         50.5  59.3  15.7 


Residents'  Opinions  on 
Freeway  Effect 


Would  not  get  current 

market  value 

2.3 

4.1 

4.1 

Difficulty  in  finding 

same  type  of  unit 

4.0  - 

4.1 

2.1 

Would  be  forced  to  move 

47.0 

55.2 

25.9 

Prefer  this  neighborhood/ 

8.8 

area 

4.5 

6.3 

Against  freeways 

7.7 

11.7 

14.0 

Would  ruin  atmosphere  of 

neighborhood 

5.0 

3.0 

37.3 

Lowers  property  values 

2.3 

0.9 

4.1 

Would  not  want  to  lose 

property 

7.6 

7.3 

5.7 

Destroys  dwelling  areas 

4.9 

4.5 

Don't  want  Park/Panhandle 

10.4 

4.1 

disturbed 

Residents'  Desired  Relocation 
Areas 


Stay  in  neighborhood  42.7  37.6  67.7 

Different  part  of  S.F.  34.1  38. 0  15.3 

Out  of  S.F.  8.1  7.7  12.2 

No  preference  15.1  16.7  4.8 
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Section  8 


FOR  SALE  HOUSING  IN  THE 
RESOURCE  AREAS 


Housing  for  sale  in  the  resource  areas  at  the 
particular  time  of  the  field  studies  for  this  report 
were  so  negligible  as  not  to  be  meaningful. 

However  the  i960  census  has  information  on 
the  27  months  from  1958  through  March,   i960  which 
show  a  city-wide  figure  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  of 
all  owner- occupied  housing  available  for  sale. 

We  have  reduced  this  figure  to  5  per  cent  per 
annum  for  the  resource  areas,  with  the  following 
results : 


Resource  No.  Owner-  Available  for  Sale 

Area  Occupied  Units  during  3-4  year 

Freeway  Construction 
period 


Panhandle 
(Haight-Ashbury 

Fillmore  strip)  2,500  375    -  500 

Park  Presidio  1,900  300    -  400 

Golden  Gate  1,100  160    -  200 


Total  5,500  835  1,100 


Section  8 


RENTAL  VACANCIES  IN  THE  RESOURCE  AREAS 


.    Type  of 

. Dwe  1 1  Ing  Unit 


Single 
Flat 
Apartment 


FILLMORE      HAIGHT  PARK  GOLDEN 

STRIP  ASHBURY    PRESIDIO  GATE 


# 


%  # 


%  # 


12  12.6 
83  87.4 

95  126 


6  4.8 
29  23.0  3 
91  72.2 

3 


%  # 


100  6 
64 
70 


8.6 
91.4 


Condition  of 
t)welling  unit 

Sound 
Unsound 


89.5 
10.5 


100 


100 


% 

100 


No.  of  Rooms 
in  Dwelling  _ 
"Unit's 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10  or  more 


3.2 
32.7 
46.3 
4.2 
7.4 
4.2 
1.0 
1.0 


8.7 
14.3 
24.6 
19.0 
17.5 
8.7 
3.2 
3.2 

.8 


33.4 

33.3 
33.3 


1.4 

7.1 

42.9 
28.6 
11.4 
8.6 
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Section  8 


RENTAL  VACANCIES  IN  THE  RESOURCE  AREAS 


FILLMORE      HAIGHT  PARK  GOLDEN 

STRIP  ASHBURY      PRESIDIO  GATE 

Jo  %  %  % 


RENT 


Under 

$40 

3.2 

- 

- 

40  - 

49 

2.4 

50  - 

59 

1.1 

2.4 

1.4 

60  - 

69 

9.5 

3.2 

70  - 

79 

17.8 

7.1 

1.4 

80  - 

89 

12.6 

9.5 

90  - 

99 

20.0 

7.1 

33.3 

5.7 

100  - 

119 

14.7 

23.1 

7.1 

120  - 

139 

14. 7 

21.4 

7.1 

140  - 

199 

5.$;  . 

15.9 

66.7 

31.5 

200  & 

over 

l.l 

7.9 

45.8 
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Section  8 


RENTAL  VACANCIES  IN  THE  RESOURCE  AREAS 


FILLMORE      HAIGHT  PARK  GOLDEN 

STRIP         ASHBURY      PRESIDIO  GATE 


AVAILABILITY 

Families .with 
Children 

Yes  44.2  52.4  100  50.0 

No  55.8  47.6  50.0 

ELDERLY  PERSONS 
62  and  over 

Yes  93.7  92.1  100  92.9 

No  6.3  7.9  7.1 

NEGROES 

Yes  72.6  81.7  100  68.6 

No  27.4  18.3  31.4 

OTHER  NON-WHITE 

Yes  97.9  92.9  100  81.4 

No  2.1  7.1  18.6 
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Section  8 

RENTAL  VACANCIES  IN  RESOURCE  AREAS 
RENT  PAID  BY  No.  OF  ROOMS  IN  DWELLING  UNITS 


NUMBER  OF  ROOMS 


RENT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6  or  mi 

PANHANDLE 

% 

h 

/o 

'0 

'0 

Under  $70 

100 

19.4 

9.1 

70  -  79 

- 

19.4 

22.8 

- 

l4.o 

80  -  89 

16.1 

15-9 

90  -  99 

9.7 

22.7 

43.0 

50.0 

100  -  119 

16.1 

11.3 

25.0 

43.0 

120  -  139 

12.8 

15.9 

50.0 

16.7 

140  &  over 

6.5 

2.3 

25.0 

33.3 

HAIGHT  ASHBURY 

Under  $70 

72.4 

3.2 

4.2 

70  -  79 

9.2 

22.2 

9.7 

4.2 

80  -  89 

9.2 

38.9 

9.7 

90  -  99 

11.1 

6.4 

16.  6 

4.6 

100  -  119 

9.2 

11.1 

35.7 

25.0 

31.8 

10.5 

120  -  139 

16.7 

19.2 

25.0 

31.8 

26.3 

140  &  over 

16.1 

25.0 

31.8 

63.2 
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Section  8 


Rental  Vacancies  (Cont'd) 


PARK  PRESIDIO 

The  following  dwelling 
in  Park  Presidio:  one  ; 
one5  room  unit  and  one 


RENT 

1 

2 

GOLDEN  GATE 

% 

% 

Under  $70 

100 

70  -  79 

20.0 

80  -  89 

90  -  99 

40.0 

100  -  119 

120  -  139 

20.0 

140  &  over 

20.0 

units  were  listed  for  rent 

room  unit  at  $90  -  $99* 
6  room  unit  at  $140  and  over. 

NUMBER    OF  ROOMS 

3  4         5        6  or  more 

%  %        %  % 


6.7  ffX] 

6. J  5.0  25.0 

13.3  - 

73.3  95.0    75.0  100 
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Section  8 


COMMERCIAL  AND  OTHER  NON- RESIDENTIAL 
USES  IN  FREEWAY  "TAKE"  AREAS 
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Panhandle  Summary 


Public 

Institutional 


-  4 

-  13 

-  19 


1 


Retail 
Service 


Wholesale 
Warehousing 


2 
1 


Public 

1.    State  of  California 

Department  of  Motor  Vehicles 

Institutional 

1.  Pilgrim  Rest  Missionary- 
Baptist  Church 

2.  Mt.  Moriah  Missionary 
Baptist  Church 

3.  First  Friendship  Baptist  Church 

4.  Sacred  Heart  Church 


Retail 

1. 

Bay  Meat  Company 

2. 

Midtown  Paint  Co. 

3. 

Kelly- Plumbing  Supplies 

4. 

Safeway  Stores 

5. 

Albert  Woo  Richfield  Service 

6. 

Mack's  Liquors 
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Section  8 


Retail  (ContM) 

7.  Shinek  Shell  Service  Station 

8.  Victor  Chin  Assoc. 
Oil  Service  Station 

9.  Chris1  Grocery 

10.  New  Fair  Oaks  Market 

11.  Good  Deal  Market 

12.  Fell  Quality  Market 

13.  Wood  Shell  Service  Station 

Service 

1.  Peggie  Automatic  Laundry 

2.  R.S.  Silverberg  -  General  Construction 

3.  The  Broken  Bull  Restaurant 

4.  Lloyd  Vestal  -  Carpentry 

5.  Allen  Refrigerator  and  Antique  Repair 

6.  Jimenez  -  Furniture  Refinishing 

7.  Time  Cleaners 

8.  Peter  Exley  -  Painting  Contractor 

9.  Forelli  Imported  Auto  Service 

10.  New  Domestic  French  Laundry 

11.  Auto  Car  Wash 

12.  Geneva's  Beauty  Bart 

13.  John  Brosman 

Plumbing  and  Heating  Contractor 

14.  Vera' s  Beauty  Room 
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15.  Lawrence  Ross  Realty 

16.  Gabe  Muhik 
Cleaning  &  Pressing 

17.  Oak  Laundry  &  Cleaners 

18.  RayTs  Fixit  Shop 

19.  Model  Cleaners  &  Laundry 

Wholesale 

1.  Talk  &  Tell 

2.  Williamson  Associates 
Vending  Machines 

Ware  Housing 
1.  McGaskey  Van  &  Storage 
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Section  8 


Panhandle  Alternate  Summary 
(with  bored  tunnel) 


Public  -  1 

Institutional  2 

Retail  •-  12 

Service  -  16 

Wholesale  -  2 

Warehousing  -  _JL 

34 


Public 

1.  State  of  California 

Department  of  Motor  Vehicles 


Institutional 

1.  Pilgrim  Rest  Missionary 
Baptist  Church 

2.  Mt.  Mori ah  Missionary 
Baptist  Church 


Retail 

1.  Bay  Meat  Co* 

2.  Midtown  Paint  Co, 

3.  Wm.  Kelly  -  Plumbing  Supplies 

4.  Safeway  Store 

5.  Albert  Woo  -  Richfield  Service  Station 
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Sec  bio 


Retail  Cont. 

6.  Mack's  Liquors 

7.  Koy  Shinek  -  Shell  Service  Station 

3.  Victor  Chin  Assoc.  -  Cil  Service  Station 
9.  Chris1  Grocery 

10.  Good  Deal  Market 

11.  Pell  Quality  Market 

12.  TTood  Shell  Service  Station 

Service 

1.  Peggie  Automatic  Laundry 

2.  R.S.  Silverber  -  General  Construction 

3.  The  Broken  Bull  Restaurant 
(Vacant) 

4.  Lloyd  Vestal  -  Carpentry 

5.  Allen  Refrigerator 

6.  Jim  Jimenez 
Furniture  Refinishing 

7.  Time  Cleaners 

G.  Peter  ^xley  -  Painting  Contractor 

9.  Forelli  Imported  Auto  Service 

10.  New  Domestic  French  Laundry 

11.  Auto  Car  Hash 

12.  Geneva's  Beauty  liart 

13.  John  Brosman 

Plumbing  &  Heating  Contractor 


20 


( 


Section  8 

Service  Cont. 

14.  Oak  Laundry  &  Cleaners 

15.  Ray's  Fixit  Shop 

16.  Model  Cleaners  &  Laundry 

Wholesale 

1.  Talk  &  Tell 

2.  Williamson  Assoc.  -  Vending  Machines 
Warehousing 

1.  McGaskey  Van  &  Storage 
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Golden  Gat 
Route  "P" 


Public 

Institutional 

Retail 

Service 

Wholesale 

Industrial 

Ware  House 


-  3 

-  4 


-  l 


-18 

-29 
-16 


-  1 


Parking  Facilities  -  2 
Vacant  Land  and/or 
Under  Development    -  3 


Public 

1.  Municipal  Sewage  Disposal 
Grant  &  Bay 

Institutional 

1.  Galileo  High  School 

Athletic  Field  &  Gymnasium 
Van  Ness  &  Bay 
Polk  &  North  Point 

Retail 

1.  Muni  Bait  &  Tackle 

2.  Village  Arts  Gallery 

3.  Michaelis  Food  Store 

4.  Clamjamfry  Antiques 

5.  Hal  Cox  Custom  Music 

6.  Kuromatsu  Antiques 


78 
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Section  8 

Service  (Cont'd) 

8.  Gene  Tepper,  Industrial  Designer 

9.  Wurster,  Bernardi  &  Emmons,  Architects 

10.  Lawrence  Halprin,  Landscape  Arch. 

11.  Gilbert ,  Forsberg,  Diekmann  &  Schmidt,, 
Engineers 

12.  Barbara  Stauffacher,  Graphic  Designer 

13.  Barton  Davis,  Interior  Color  Consultant 

14.  Gerling  Automotive  Service 

15.  Rockwell  &  Banwell,  Architects 

16.  Nicholas  Eorell,  Structural  Engineer 

17.  Boys ton,  Hanamoto,  Mayes  &  Beck, 
Landscape  Architects 

18.  George  Matsumoto  &  Assoc.,  Architects 

19.  Littman  Co.,  Management  Consultants 
Urbanics  Inc. 

Real  Tech.  Inic. 

20.  Westwinds  Inc.,  Marine  Repair 

21.  M.  Rebizzo  &  Co.,  Machine  Shop 

22.  Sidjakov  &  Richardson,  Graphics 
Imports  of  San  Francisco 

23.  San  Francisco  Instrument 

2h.  Executive  Life  Insurance  Agency 

25.  Joseph  Esherick,  Architect  &  Planner 

26.  B.  &  H.  Motors  Inc. 

27.  Owl  Printing  Co. 

28.  Rapid  Electrotype  Co. 
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Section  8 

Retail  (Cont'd) 

7.  Donlon  Shell  Service 

8.  Columbus  Mobil  Service 

9.  Ott's  Drive-In  Restaurant 

10.  Joseph  Musto  -  Keenan  Co.  -  Marble  Works 

11.  Ippolito  Shell  Service  Station 

12.  Bay  &  Taylor  Service  Station 

13.  Cost  Plus  Imports 
Amthor  Imports 

14.  Mayfair  Market 

15.  Sea  Wall  Imports 

16.  S.  Christian  of  Copenhagen 

17.  Butterfield  &  Butterfield  Antiques 

18.  Vandor  Imports 

Service 

1.  Maurice  Sands  Design 

2.  Villa  Roma  Motel 

3.  Travelodge  Motel 

4.  Honig,  Cooper,  Harrington  Adv. 

5.  Arthur  Baum,  Contractor 

6.  Tallie  Maule,  Architect 

7.  Synanon  House 
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Section  8 

Service  (Cont'd) 

29.  Schubart  &  Friedman,,  Architects 

Wholesale 

1.  West  Coast  Seafood 

2.  O'Brien 5  Spotorno  &  Mitchell 

3.  Rapken  Canned  Spices 
Bercut- Vandervoort  Liquors 

5.  Raleigh  Everett  Co. 

6.  California  Poultry 

7.  Golden  Gate  Salami 

8.  Florence  Ravioli:  Frozen  Food  Dept. 

9.  Giurlani  Importers  Warehouse 

10.  Volkmann  Seeds 

11.  Italian  Market 

12.  Hromada  Candy 

13.  Roy  Anderson  Paint  Co. 

14.  N.  Cervellij  Beer  Distributor 

15.  George  Burger  Wholesale 

16.  Reed  Feather  Co. 

Industrial 

1.  Bauer-Schweitzer  Malting  Co. 

2.  Fibreboard  Paper  Products 

3.  Cudahy  Packing  Co. 
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Warehousing 

1.  H.G.  Walters i  Private  Warehouse 

2.  Gibraltar  Warehouse 

3.  George  Elwell  Trucking 
k.  Merchants  Ice 

Parking  Facilities 

1.  Parking  Lot 
Cost  Plus  Inc. 

2.  Greyhound  Bus 
Parking  Lot 

Vacant  Land  and/or 
Projects  Under  Development 

1.  Simmons  Mattress  Factory 

2.  Vacant  Block 

3.  Vacant  Block 
(R.R.  Spur  Tracks) 

Miscellaneous 

1.  San  Francisco  Magazine 
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Section  8 


Golden  Gate 
Route  "F-2" 


Public 

Institutional 

Retail 

Service 

Wholesale 

Warehouse 

Parking  Facilities 

Industrial 

Vacant  land  and/or 

Projects  under 

development 


_3 

37 


9 
7 

5 
4 

5 
2 


0 
2 


Institutional 

1.  Galileo  High  School 
Athletic  Field  &  Gymnasium 
Van  Ness  and  Bay 

Polk  and  North  Point 

2.  Longshoreman's  Hall 
Mason  &  North  Point 
Taylor  and  Bay 


Retail 

1.  Muni  Bait  &  Tackle 

2.  Village  Arts  Gallery 

3.  Clamjamfry  Antiques 

4.  Michael's  Food  Store 

5.  Columbus  Mobil  Service  Station 

6.  Ott's  Drive- In  Restaurant 

7.  Joseph  Musto-Keenan  Co.  Marble  Works 

8.  Cost  Plus  Imports 
Amthor  Building 
Taylor  &  North  Point 

9.  Danish  Furniture  Importers  Inc. 
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Service 

1.  Villa  Roma  Motel 

2.  Honig,  Cooper ,  Harrington  Adv. 

3.  Eddie  &  Vince's  Cafe 

4.  Van  Norden  Logan,  Architect 

5.  Alfred  Cole,  Public  Accountant 

6.  Cafeteria  &  Bar 

7.  "On  the  Levee"  -  Bar 

Wholesale 

1.  AAA  Boxing  and  Crating 

2 .  Lad  Inc . ,  Pood  Brokers 

3.  Allied  Produce 

4.  Wilton  Photographic  Supplies 

5.  Commercial  Tire  Company 

Warehousing 

1.  American  Salvage  Company 

2.  Warehouse 

From  Sansome  to  Montgomery 
on  Chestnut 

3.  Warehouse  and  General  Offices 
State  Belt  Railroad 

4.  Pacific  Telephone  Warehouse 
Front  &  Union 
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Parking  Facilities 


1.     Garbage  Truck  Storage 


2.    Municipal  Bus  Yard 


3.     Parking  Lot 

Cost  Plus  Imports 


4.     Parking  Lot  and 

State  Belt  Railroad  Tracks 


5.     Parking  Lot 

With  Railroad  Tracks 


Industrial 

1.     Otis  Elevator 


2.    Abbot  Laboratories 


Vacant  Land  and/or  Projects 
Under  Development" 

1.    Vacant  Lot 

With  Spur  Tracks 


2.    Vacant  Lot 

With  Spur  Tracks 

(Some  Greyhound  Bus  Parking) 


3.    Lot  -  Vacant  Except  for 
Santa  Fe  Automobile  Dock 
and  Railroad  Tracks 
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SECTION  9 


s  of  "take"  and  neighborhood  "resource"  areas 
by  the  alternates  for  both  freeway  corridors 


